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Ever since the Industrial Revolution and its implications for urban growth in 
north-western Europe, spatial planning has been used to coordinate and 
guide spatial developments to improve working and living conditions (Hall, 
2002; van der Cammen et al., 2012). In the industrialized countries in Europe, 
 the accelerated urbanization of the 18th and 19th century caused problems 
such as unhealthy living and working conditions, congestion and sprawl 
-similar issues that endanger contemporary industrializing countries (Hall, 
2002). In this light, spatial planning developed as one of the means to solve 
and shape these problems with instruments such as plans, maps, rules and 
spatial planning concepts (see also Dühr, 2007). Famous examples of the 
latter include the Garden City of Ebenezer Howard, the Broadacres of Frank 
Lloyd Wright and the Radiant City of Le Corbusier (Fishman, 1982). Spatial 
planning concepts are and have been important in planning policies in many 
European countries (e.g. France, Germany, United Kingdom), as in the former 
Soviet-Union (e.g. the mikroraion concept) (Pallot & Shaw, 1981). In the 
Netherlands, spatial planning concepts and planning concepts had and 
still have an important role in the structuring and guiding of spatial 
developments. Examples are the ‘compact city’ or ‘Randstad’ and the ‘Green 
heart’, all spatial concepts that tried to structure the complex spatial 
situation and provided solutions to tackle sprawl and urbanization problems 
(van der Cammen et al., 2012; Zonneveld, 1991b). The impact of these spatial 
concepts from the 1950s until the 1990s have been serious, witnessed by the 
spatial lay-out of the Dutch landscape (van der Cammen et al., 2012). 
The main argument to continue the engagement with spatial planning 
concepts is that these concepts are able to veil political choices (Hagens, 
2010; Jensen & Richardson, 2004). Although concepts might seem natural, 
such as the example of the Randstad and the Green Heart, a closer look 
teaches us that the underlying choices belong to the political (cf. Eeten & 
Roe, 2000). By entwining power and knowledge, spatial planning concepts 
are necessarily imbued with political decisions, but ones that have not been 
made through politics in the democratic arena (Westerink et al., 2013). The 
deployment of concepts to veil the political choices can be unintentional or 
strategic and it is important to bring this to the fore, because these concepts 
have far reaching effects, and, living in a society dominated with capitalistic 
logics, also large financial consequences. 
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There have been a range of Dutch contributions addressing the nature of 
spatial planning concepts in spatial planning (Hagens, 2010; van Duinen, 
2004; Zonneveld, 1991a, 1991b). Traditionally, the theorizing concerning 
spatial planning concepts was in line with the top-down structure of 
planning in the Netherlands. But from the 1990s, the findings of these 
contributions have co-evolved with the changing nature of spatial planning 
in Western societies. Whereas early studies highlighted the visionary and 
instrumental role of spatial planning concepts (Zonneveld, 1991b), later 
studies highlighted the performance of spatial concepts in bringing together 
different interests of a variety of actors (Hagens, 2010). Other studies argued 
that the success of spatial concepts hinges on providing a spatial challenge 
on the one hand and a powerful coalition of actors using the concept on the 
other (van Duinen, 2013). These Dutch contributions all share a focus upon 
the instrumental or ‘technocratic’ role of spatial concepts within spatial 
planning, which is understandable given the strong planning culture in the 
Netherlands. 
However, spatial planning in the Netherlands changed considerably the last 
two decades, which had serious implications for the nature and use of spatial 
planning concepts. Two of these shifts stand out. Firstly, since the 1990s, 
Dutch spatial planning has lost its monopoly on the use of spatial plans and 
spatial planning concepts, since other government departments issued 
spatial plans for ‘their’ sector: nature, infrastructure and economy (van der 
Cammen et al., 2012). Consequently, planning gave way to a more economic 
perspective on space (cf. Hajer & Zonneveld, 2000; Zonneveld & Verwest, 
2005). This ‘economization of spatial planning’ and ‘spatialisation of 
economic policy’ can already be discerned in policy reports of the 1990s, see 
also Figure 1 (EZ, 1994; EZ & Kolpron Consultants, 1994), but manifested 
itself in the Spatial Memorandum of 2004, ‘Nota Ruimte’ and the economic 
vision ‘Pieken in de Delta’ (Peaks in the Delta) (Lagendijk & Boekema, 2009). 
Second, the practice of planning- and regional economic development 
shifted from the central government towards lower tiers of government, 
such as provinces, city-regions and municipalities. Prime examples are the 
Nota Ruimte and the recent economic policy of the ‘Top sectoren’ (Top- 
Sectors), which both shifted responsibilities from the central government 
towards provinces and municipalities (EL&I, 2011b; VROM, 2004). This had 
serious implications for the regional and local administrations. From then 
on, they had to act ‘on their own’, to put it succinctly, yet this provided more 
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room for maneuver and for initiatives of local administrations. Thus, these 
shifts led on the one hand to more economic spatial planning concepts, and 
on the other towards more local initiated concepts.
The last two decades witnessed a wealth of -what I call- local spatial-economic 
concepts in the Netherlands. A wide range of organizations engaged in the 
adoption or initiation of these concepts, ranging from hospitals, to universities 
or municipalities. A number of these locally initiated concepts attracted 
attention because they have been grouped through the association with a 
common label: ‘the innovation campus’. The number of these spatial- 
economic concepts grew from a few in the late 1990s towards more than 70 in 
2012 (BCI, 2012). This increase and adoption of similar concepts throughout 
the country is remarkable and raises new questions about the nature and 
function of these spatial-economic concepts. Firstly, there is a need to 
reassess the conceptualization of spatial planning concepts in the changed 
governance context sketched above. Secondly, it is desirable to understand 
the actual functioning of these spatial-economic concepts in this new 
context, also in the light of the frequent local adoptions of similar concepts. 
Figure 1    The absence of a space for the economy within policy.  
The dashed line below the function 'economy' signifies the 
absence of a spatial claim for the economy in Dutch policy of 
the 1990s (EZ, 1994, p. 13)
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In the recent international planning literature, the focus has been on the 
travel and transfer of planning concepts. These studies investigated the 
international travels of planning ideas and concepts, their home base and 
their destinations in order to understand the impact of these concepts (Healey, 
2011; Healey & Upton, 2010; Tait & Jensen, 2007). These ideas have been 
refined, as planning concepts cannot be considered as ‘things’ travelling 
around. Rather, this travel has to be seen as a complex process in which 
elements are being evoked, re-interpreted and thus ‘travel’ into different 
contexts (Healey, 2013; Lieto, 2013). Tait and Jensen (2007) illustrate this 
with the cases of ‘urban villages’ and ‘business improvement districts’ and 
consequently account for the translation of concepts through focusing upon 
the relation between ‘things’ and ‘people’. Based on these two models, they 
introduce a framework that focuses upon relationships, instead of focusing 
upon the idea itself that travels. Further, they contend that models are 
confined to their networks and that in order to be taken up in the network, 
models need to be packaged in a certain way that is recognizable to the 
network (Tait & Jensen, 2007). Lieto draws on the case of squares in Abu Dhabi 
to highlight the role of ‘myths’ in the construction of spatial planning ideas. 
Drawing on Roland Barthes’ notion of ‘myth’ as depoliticized speech and 
Foucault’s ‘modern mythologies’ as narratives of origins (herkunft), Lieto stresses 
the different roles of myths in two types of networks: in networks with balanced 
power relations and networks with strong power asymmetries (Lieto, 2013). 
These studies provide compelling frameworks for studying the translation 
and construction of spatial concepts, but due to their general and international 
perspective lack a thorough understanding of the specific processes and 
subtle mechanisms. How do these translations work? How are concepts 
‘opened’ and ‘closed’? How does the meaning of a spatial concept change? 
The answers to these questions are paramount to understand the ‘birth’ and 
circulation of spatial concepts, and in understanding the role spatial concepts 
play in spatial organization and policies. Consequently, the overarching 
question of this research is: how do spatial-economic concepts perform and 
structure spatial developments? 
This research acknowledges the political dimensions of spatial-economic 
concepts through a Foucaultian perspective. Central in this perspective is 
the attention towards the effects of both power and knowledge for spatial 
planning and policy making. 
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This study engages with these issues with the help of a recent spatial-eco-
nomic concept within the Netherlands: the ‘innovation campus’. This notion 
can tentatively be described as a spatial concept drawing on several older 
models, such as the university campus, the science park and recent real 
estate models. A large number of studies have focused upon the economic 
performance of real estate developments, such as science parks, technology 
parks or campuses (see for an overview of these studies: Albahari et al., 2010; 
Martínez-Cañas et al., 2011; Squicciarini, 2008). The debates concentrate on 
the question whether or not models such as science parks work, or in other 
words: does proximity matter and are the investments in these parks 
justified? Squicciarini (2008), Albahari et al. (2010) and Martínez-Cañas et 
al. (2011) conclude that the results of these econometric studies are mixed 
and do not give univocal conclusions about the economic performance of 
science parks and similar models. Paradoxically, the adoption of campuses 
and science parks has doubled over the last decade worldwide (e.g. the 
amount of members of the ‘International Association of Science Parks and 
Areas of Innovation’ (IASP) IASP, 2013), and as stated above, the number of 
campuses in the Netherlands also increased rapidly (BCI, 2012). Therefore, a 
purely quantitative study seemed inappropriate to study campuses, and 
inspired by the groundwork on science parks in their social and spatial 
environment of Massey et al. (1992), a qualitative approach was adopted 
(Massey et al., 1992). Empirically, the exact form of a particular innovation 
campus will always be contingent and depending on the different situations. 
Roughly, the birth of the concept lies in the development of the Philips 
Technology Campus in Eindhoven at the end of the 1990s. We don’t know 
what the future will bring us, but the peak of initiatives adopting or 
resembling an innovation campus can be marked 2012 with more than 70 
initiatives (see BCI, 2012). The growth of the number of developments 
coincides with changing market conditions due to the financial crisis of 
2008 and this dynamic context is used to understand the stabilizing 
functions of these spatial-economic concepts. This case is used to 
qualitatively study the different aspects of the performance of spatial-eco-
nomic concepts, from analytical, normative to ideational functions of these 
concepts. 
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Theoretical framework
Taking the research of Massey et al. from the 1990s further, this research 
draws on and combines concepts from several post-structuralist approaches 
to understand the interpretation, travel and multiplicity of spatial-econom-
ic concepts.  The central issue with signification is how we make sense of the 
world and how this meaning is communicated and shared with others. In 
this research, the problem of signification is a central issue, which is tackled 
through three strands of thought who deal with sense-making. Below, I flesh 
out the central concepts in greater detail. I start with the groundwork: the 
theoretical point of departure is formed by a semiotic perspective, with 
central notions such as ‘signifier’ and ‘signified’. Second, building upon 
these notions, the framework is supplemented with notions from discursive 
approaches, such as the ideas of Žižek on ‘master signifiers’ and Foucault’s 
ideas on sets of knowledge that form the dominant modes of interpretation of 
concepts. Lastly, notions from Actor-Network-Theory (ANT) and Assemblage 
Theory (AT) are used to understand the material and organisational 
dimensions associated with the spread and performance of concepts.  
Semiotics is the study of signs and signification, which studies interpretation 
and sense-making. There are basically two traditions within semiotics: a 
French one, inspired by the work on sémiologie of Ferdinand de Saussure, and 
an American tradition, inspired by the work of Charles Sanders Peirce1. 
Following these traditions, Umberto Eco defines a sign as something that 
refers to something else on the basis of a certain ground (Eco, 1979, 1984; Van 
Assche, Duineveld, et al., 2012, p. 236; Van Zoest, 1978). Accordingly, 
anything can be a sign - including non-linguistic signs -as long as it is 
recognized as such by someone (Chandler, 2007). Recognizing or interpreting 
something as a sign of something is always mediated by a certain knowledge, 
a convention (‘ground’). To recognize a collection of buildings in the fields as 
a campus instead of something else is thus mediated through a certain 
knowledge. This perspective stresses the importance of the dynamics of 
interpretation and the fact that different interpretations coexists on the 
basis of different conventions. Thus, spatial concepts can be regarded as 
signs capable of providing a variety of different interpretations of a certain 
place, depending on the conventions and on how wide-spread and dominant 
1 Pronounce as “purse”
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these are. This semiotic perspective forms the foundation of this research’s 
theoretical assumptions. 
The discursive elements of the framework are based upon the work of Žižek 
and Foucault. The work of Žižek deals with the fluidity of meaning, as the 
meaning of words can differ from context to context and time to time. Even 
more, the meaning of some words seem to have become volatile or ‘empty’ 
through the number of possible interpretations, such as ‘sustainability’ or 
‘freedom’ (Gunder & Hillier, 2009). These words and concepts are referred to 
as ‘floating’ or even ‘empty’ signifiers in post-structuralist approaches. 
Ernesto Laclau conceptualized the empty signifier as a signifier that does 
not refer to any signified – which is strictly speaking impossible- yet through 
the subversion of the sign, “something is achieved which is internal to 
signification as such” (Laclau, 1996, p. 36). This contra intuitive conceptu-
alization can only be understood in the light of their fundamental ideas on 
the structuration of society, as Laclau, and also Chantal Mouffe, upheld the 
idea that society was structured as a language. The subsequent adoption and 
appropriation by other scholars of the empty signifier in planning and policy 
analysis, however, turned out to be problematic, because the notion became a 
catchall category for all things that were vague (Jeffares, 2007; Kooij, 2011). 
The Lacan-inspired work of Slavoj Žižek on ‘master signifiers’ deals also with 
this perceived fluidity of meaning (Žižek, 1989, 1991). The notion of master 
signifiers is essentially a radically reworked version of the Saussurean 
concept of the sign consisting of a signified (s, the mental concept) and a 
signifier (S, the form) (Chandler, 2007). Lacan inverted this dyadic sign (s/S) 
into a new conception of the sign by stressing the primacy of the signifier 
over de signified (S/s) (Stavrakakis, 1999). According to Lacan, signification 
is produced by signifiers (the Symbolic realm) and not by signifieds. In fact, 
the signified belongs to the Real, the realm that resists signification, but, 
according to Lacan, the signified’s lack can be signified, and it is exactly this 
lack that is being evoked, but as an Imaginary signified (Stavrakakis, 1999). 
This is Lacan’s solution to tackle the absence of a natural link between the 
world and language: the signified is left out of the equation, but its locus is 
retained. This locus is the void, the lack that is conceptualized as a 
constitutive one: it makes signification possible (Stavrakakis, 1999). In 
contrast to the conception of meaning by most post-modern theories as 
endlessly free-floating and contingent, Lacan’s theory includes concepts 
that are able of temporary stopping the endless floating of meaning: ‘point 
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de capiton’ (upholstery button) (Stavrakakis, 1999). Žižek reinterpreted and 
developed Lacan’s work of ‘point de capiton’ as ‘master signifiers’ capable of 
temporarily fixing meaning (Žižek, 1989, 1991). In this reading, master 
signifiers are not the most important signifiers, but are signifiers able of 
retroactively and temporarily fixing meaning. To give an example, a series of 
diverse collections of buildings in the fields, such as a science park in place 
A, an university campus in place X, a technology park in place H, a vocational 
school in place Z. etc., become retroactively characterized as and identified 
with innovation in the form of an ‘innovation campuses’. In this thesis, the 
notion of master signifier is used to develop the notion of ‘open concept’ as 
an alternative to seemingly empty concepts in chapter two.
The other discursive elements are inspired by the work of Michel Foucault 
and focus specifically on discourse as a power/knowledge structure. In the 
framework of this research, power-knowledge structures (or ‘power/knowledge’) 
is coupled to the notion of ‘ground’ from Peircian semiotics. For Foucault, 
discourses are contingent and historical structures of knowledge which 
produce reality in a certain way. Discourses change constantly, although the 
speed of these changes varies (Van Assche, 2004). Because these discourses 
are permeated by power, reality is not only accessed through a certain 
knowledge, reality is rather constructed through certain power-knowledge 
structures (Foucault, 1976). In contrast to the negative associations with 
power, Foucault saw power as an empirical given, neither good nor bad, but 
rather as something productive (Foucault, 1976). Foucault was concerned 
with the dominance of certain discourses and how these discourses did come 
into being as a natural given. To analyze these processes, Foucault used a 
genealogical perspective in order to historically understand the various and 
often contradictory elements which became to constitute a certain discourse 
or ‘regime of truth’ (Foucault, 1997). For Foucault, a discourse was more than 
a collection of linguistic signs and rather a discursive practice constituting 
different forms of knowledge (Foucault, 1972, 1976). In this research, 
Foucault’s work is evoked to understand the formation of discourses in a 
genealogical perspective and the role spatial concepts play within these. 
From a Foucaultian perspective, concepts are entwining power/knowledge, 
and thus not only simplify reality from an analytical viewpoint (cf. Zonneveld, 
1991b), they are at the same time inherently political. As constructs from a 
particular power/knowledge, these concepts are not only political in the 
most obvious sense that what is being represented is a political deed, rather 
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the naturalness of representing something at all can be regarded as a political 
and powerful act. Thus, analyzing a collection of buildings in the fields through 
the lens of a ‘campus’ is a constitutive and powerful act. 
The material and organizational dimensions of the theoretical framework are 
grasped with the help of ANT and AT. The understanding of the diffusion of 
concepts is build upon the concept of ‘translation’ as articulated within 
ANT (Hendrikx, 2014). Specifically it draws upon the work of Callon (1986), 
Law (1992) and Latour (1986, 2005). Following ANT, also previously called 
the ‘sociology of translation’, translation is not the same as the unproblematic 
diffusion of ideas (Latour, 1986a), but rather a process through which ideas 
are transformed and transported through time and space (Latour, 2005). 
Thus, translation is the circulation, transformation and representation of 
‘things’, which also includes the orchestration, ordering and resistance of 
these processes (Law, 1992). Translations are analyzed through the tracing 
of networks, i.e. the connections between actors, things and ideas which are 
mapped by scholars. It is these relations that transport the transformations 
of ideas (Latour, 2005). Consequently, it is not a single idea which is 
transferred unproblematic from one situation to the other, but rather a 
series of translations which are fuelled by the actions of numerous actors. At 
the outset, an innovation campus in place A might look like the same idea as 
the one in place Z, but this is only the outcome of a process of translation 
which enables one ‘actor’ to speak for another (in ANT, both things and ideas 
are conceived of as actors, hence, actor-network-theory) (Hendrikx, 2014; 
Murdoch, 2006). For example, the campus in Eindhoven might seem identical 
to the campus in Leuven, but if one traces the actual circulation, articulation 
and representation of these concepts, the differences and specifics of these 
local campuses come to the fore. 
Assemblage Theory is in many ways similar to ANT, but differs in its conceptual 
apparatus. Where ANT does not assign any hierarchical differences between 
actors a priori, AT does employ a differentiated conceptual framework. AT is 
inspired by the work of Deleuze and Guattari on assemblages (agencement), 
which builds on their notion of ‘machine’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 1984, 1987). 
These ideas were further developed and reinterpreted by Manuel DeLanda to 
form a theoretical body aimed at understanding the diverse and hetero -
geneous assemblages of material and social elements (DeLanda, 2006). 
Following Deleuze, DeLanda opposes closed-system thinking and prefers the 
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idea of assemblage as an open combination of elements (DeLanda, 2006; 
Schuilenburg, 2009, p. 208). The failure or success in enrolling elements into 
a more or less stable assemblage is conceptualized as ‘territorialisation’, the 
concrete processes of selection, delimitation, restriction and collaboration 
of elements (DeLanda, 2006), in opposition to the spatial conceptualization 
of the term in geography (Jacobs & Varró, 2011). These processes are shaped 
and guided by another concept from AT, ‘coding’, which plays a role in 
developing and retaining identity. By naming the how, coding also clarifies 
why we have to act. These concepts are evoked to understand the ‘manuals’ 
(coding) and alignment of elements into a stable or unstable assemblage 
(territorialisation). In this case the various reports, events and consultancies 
providing knowledge how and why to create an innovation campus and how 
this knowledge shapes the successful or unsuccessful territorialisation of 
social and material elements into a concrete set of buildings representing an 
‘innovation campus’.
   
Research approach
The theoretical approaches sketched above provide the framework for a 
qualitative study of the innovation campus. It provides the basic space from 
where I observe the observations of others, in this case the organizations 
and discourses related to the innovation campus in the Netherlands. The 
theoretical approaches thus provide the perspective for the research, which 
implies that it is these perspectives that construct both the observer and the 
observed (Andersen, 2003). In other words, instead of asking what 
constitutes the true innovation campus, this analytical strategy inquires 
how the innovation campus came into being as part of a certain ‘regime of 
truth’. 
Given the fact that there are many innovation campuses in the Netherlands 
with their specific histories, the approach of this study is three-fold. First, it 
seeks to trace the historical development of the innovation campus concept. 
It does so through a genealogical approach (see above and Andersen, 2003; 
Dean, 1994). Second, building upon Foucault’s relational conception of 
discourse and inspired by both AT and ANT, it traces the relations between 
campus initiatives in the Netherlands (see also above and Hendrikx, 2014; 
Kendall & Wickham, 1999; Latour, 2005; Murdoch, 2006). Third, the governance 
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context of innovation campuses is studied in-depth, i.e. the more ‘local’ networks 
of actors that are associated with an innovation campus (cf. Hendrikx, 2014; 
Jensen & Richardson, 2004). A variety of qualitative methods are applied to 
understand the constitution and functioning of the innovation campus, 
ranging from discourse analysis to interviewing and participatory 
observations (Wagenaar, 2011), all elaborated upon in each of the following 
chapters (for an overview of the interviewees, see Appendix A). The 
application of the three-fold research approach is connected to the different 
cases in the chapters two to seven, and this link is described below.
· Chapter two sets the scene for campus development in the Netherlands 
and takes a step back to re-assess the concept of spatial concepts and 
introduces the notion of ‘open concepts’. Moreover, it draws on the 
genealogical approach to understand the historical development of the 
campus in the Netherlands. 
· Chapter three serves as an empirical study to illustrate the governance 
context. The case is used to understand the retroactive association of local 
initiatives with the open concept of the ‘innovation campus’. 
· Chapter four is closely linked to chapter three because both are staged in 
the Dutch province of Limburg. It deals with the particular translation of 
campus development in the province and pays explicit attention to the 
networking and associations with the campus concept and the network-
ing-effects, drawing on the tracing of relations. 
· Chapter five deals with the governance context and the local performance 
of an innovation campus, but here from the perspective of AT. It discusses 
the difficulties with the adoption of generic codes for local campus 
developments in Nijmegen, and how these difficulties are overcome. 
· Chapter six deals with another type travel, namely the mobility of policy 
makers going to and fro campuses and consequently traces the relations 
between campuses. 
· Against the openness and translations in the Dutch case on innovation 
campuses, chapter seven is dedicated to the continuous attempts to 
delineate the meaning of the campus concept. Through a genealogical 
approach towards the campus, the formation of objects and subjects 
within certain power-knowledge structures is analysed to understand the 
closure of the campus concept in the Netherlands.  
 

Chapter 2
Open concepts
Kooij, H. J., Van Assche, K.A.M. & A. Lagendijk (2014) 
Open Concepts as Crystallisation Points and Enablers of Discursive Configurations: 
the Case of the Innovation Campus in the Netherlands. 
European Planning Studies 22 (1): 84-100
Abstract
In this paper we reflect on the role of concepts in spatial planning as 
reproductive devices of discursive configurations. In contrast to instrumen-
talist interpretations of spatial concepts, we start from the idea that spatial 
planning concepts are inherently political. Building on post-structuralist 
strands of thought, we discuss the theoretical concepts of ‘empty signifier’ 
and ‘master signifier’ and instead, after analysis, put forward ‘open 
concepts’, in order to grasp the richness of meanings and functions of 
seemingly vague concepts. This manoeuvre allows us to analyse the 
trajectory and performance of the spatial concept of the ‘innovation campus’ 
in the Netherlands. This, in turn, opens the door to an analysis of planning 
concepts as crystallisation points and enablers of discursive configurations. 
The Dutch innovation campus is shown to be a result of a confluence of 
various national and international discourses, an open concept, flexible 
enough to enable the continuation of the planning game within the familiar 
set of coordinates. Because of the particular set of expectations associated 
with the innovation campus, promising structural change, it is bound to 
produce disappointment.
 Legend
Active campus development
Past or dormant campus development
Eindhoven
Eersel
High Tech Campus
TUe Science Park
Veldhoven
Science Park Ekkersrijt
Best
Brainport Innovation Campus
High Tech Automotive Campus
Groene Campus Helmond
Strijp S
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Introduction
Spatial planning has a history of broad sweeping concepts playing a 
significant role in the shaping of ideas, plans and places. Planning can be 
seen as a site of production of and reflection on spatial concepts and their 
performance in planning practices. In this paper, we reflect on concepts in 
planning. More specifically, we investigate the role of concepts as products 
of confluences of discourses and as catalysts in the reproduction of discursive 
configurations. We will analyse how planning concepts can, under specific 
circumstances and in specific governance evolutions, function as enablers 
in the reproduction of discursive configurations tied to existing governance 
systems. We will demonstrate how this also applies to concepts that carry the 
promise of structural change. For that reason, we chose to study the 
emergence and performance of the concept of the ‘innovation campus’ in the 
Netherlands, a country with strong traditions of spatial planning and a 
history of social engineering ambitions. Given the recent emphasis, not only 
in the Netherlands but also at the EU level, on the stimulation of innovation 
(cf. the Lisbon agenda), our analysis has also implications for the study of 
innovation policy, whether it concerns place-based (such as Territorial 
Innovation Models) or place-neutral approaches (such as ‘smart 
specialisation’) (Barca et al., 2012; Lagendijk & Varró, 2013).
In line with post- structuralist perspectives, we argue that concepts both in 
general and in planning policies (as conceptual structures) are inherently 
political. We distinguish between spatial planning concepts and generic 
planning concepts. Spatial planning concepts directly prescribe spatial 
form, while generic planning concepts only imply spatial organisation. The 
Garden City can be seen as a spatial planning concept, while sustainability 
or innovation can be seen as a generic planning concept. 
We take issue with the way the literature has dealt with seemingly vague 
planning concepts conceptualised as ‘empty signifiers’. The latter are seen 
as vague concepts, both spatial and generic planning concepts, often 
criticised for that very vagueness, and the associated problems of ideological 
tainting, over- promise and under- analysis. Drawing on the theorizing on 
empty signifiers by Laclau, Mouffe and Lacan, as well as on semiotic 
investigations, and the more planning- focussed work of Gunder and Hillier 
we argue that these seemingly empty concepts enable the continuous 
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reproduction of the planning enterprise in a radically contingent, complex 
environment, against the horizon of a barely knowable and producible 
future. Because of its prominence in planning and governance literature we 
engage with the concept of empty signifier, the seemingly most promising 
concept to grasp the functionality of vague concepts in policy settings, but, 
after discussing the idea, we will replace it with ‘open concepts’. ‘Open 
concepts’, we will argue, are less haunted by theoretical over- determination 
and more tailored to policy analysis. The paradoxical emptiness/fullness of 
open concepts gives them an array of positive functions in spatial planning. 
The study of the open concept of the ‘innovation campus’ in the Netherlands is 
based on a discourse analysis of a series of policy documents and consultancy 
reports (referred to in the article) by the Dutch national government and 
regional administrations in the Eindhoven city-region. The discourse 
analysis focuses on the use of concepts in our case and is informed by our 
conceptual frame. It is supplemented with observations of 7 seminars 
with consultants, officials and businessmen, and additionally a series of 17 
interviews with public officials, architects, consultants, and former board 
members of Philips. 
In the following sections, we briefly reflect on the nature of concepts, then 
proceed to the analysis of spatial concepts and generic planning concepts, 
mining the work of Laclau, Lacan, Žižek and others for the functionalities of 
seemingly empty concepts. Next, we dissect the lineage and functions of the 
concept of the innovation campus in the context of Dutch planning, and 
demonstrate how contingent discursive evolutions (to be analysed before 
policy formation) can render a tool intended to stimulate innovation into a 
tool to maintain the status quo.
Planning concepts in the spatial planning literature
Concepts have been an object of reflection in the planning literature. One 
line of thought can be called ‘Dutch-instrumentalist’. The Netherlands have 
a long planning history and a strong planning culture (Faludi & van der Valk, 
1994; van der Cammen & de Klerk, 2003), a planning system with a big impact 
on the spatial organization of the country. Spatial concepts have played a 
major role in the shaping of the territory and Dutch planning theorists have 
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consequently been interested in these planning concepts and their 
performance (Eeten & Roe, 2000; Hagens, 2010; van Duinen, 2004; 
Zonneveld, 1991a, 1991b). The strong focus on spatial concepts in the Dutch 
planning tradition can be related to the strong belief in the power of planning 
to organise space and the belief in the importance of plans in visualising 
space and its future development. 
Spatial concepts in this tradition have been analysed as having different 
functions, varying from visionary and strategic to cognitive and 
instrumental (Zonneveld, 1991b). Subsequent contributions have framed 
spatial concepts as ideas which articulate a certain problem and at the same 
time give a solution for that problem, underpinned by a core idea (e.g. 
decrease traffic congestion through spatial concentration of urban 
functions) (van Duinen, 2004). Recent work by Hagens (2010) focuses on the 
performance of spatial concepts in bringing together interests of different 
agents (Hagens, 2010). Yet, while all these functions manifest themselves in 
concrete planning practices, the overriding ambition is instrumental, that 
means, organising space (Westerink et al., 2013; Zonneveld, 1991b). The 
latter is not without its merits. Through their instrumental meaning and 
role, spatial and generic planning concepts have certainly had a significant 
impact on spatial organisation, as testified by the physical form of the 
Netherlands. However, such instrumental focus also has serious limitations, 
especially when one fails to distinguish between cognitive and instrumental 
functions. As documented by Hagens, such a conflation occurs when the 
cognitive is harnessed in the service of the instrumental, something which 
happens all too quickly (Hagens, 2010). Moreover, an instrumental 
understanding of spatial concepts, and the focus on spatial concepts itself 
encourages the forgetting of the political and ideological substructures of 
the concepts (Jensen & Richardson, 2004). It makes the discussion on 
alternative understandings of problems and solutions harder, and it assumes 
steering power where it is only sometimes present (Duineveld & Van Assche, 
2011; Scott, 1998).
A second line of reflection on concepts in the planning literature is grounded 
in broadly post- structuralist perspectives. In this literature (Flyvbjerg, 
1998; Gunder & Hillier, 2009; Scott, 1998; Stringer et al., 2006; Van Assche, 
2007), the shortcomings of instrumentalist approaches, and the way they 
are presented as ‘objectivist’ perspectives have been discussed widely 
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(Healey, 2007; Jensen & Richardson, 2004). In this tradition, the impact of 
spatial and generic planning concepts has to be studied empirically. Steering 
power cannot be assumed but has to be observed, and before entering the 
realm of the prescriptive, alternative understandings have to be brought to 
the surface. We place ourselves in this line of thought, and intend to 
demonstrate such modes of observation in the second part of the paper, 
where we turn back to the Dutch planning context and study the theoretical 
and practical manifestations of the ‘innovation campus’ concept. Before 
doing so, we believe it is useful to take a further step back and scrutinise 
the concept of concept. This can help in grasping the functions of openness 
in concepts, which in turn can increase our insight into the role of the open 
concepts that are so prevalent in spatial planning. 
Concepts and planning
If we want to understand the functions of concepts in planning, it is useful 
to reflect on the nature of concepts. Understanding space is necessarily a 
matter of constructing concepts. None of the understandings of space is 
natural; the concept of landscape is a historical construct, has a genealogy, 
and even the concept of space itself is the product of historical, cultural and 
political contingencies (Barnes & Duncan, 1992; Deleuze & Guattari, 1987; 
Lagendijk et al., 2011; Luhmann, 1995; Massey, 2005; Thrift, 1996). This has 
been understood by geographers for a long time, and it was a core 
understanding of French structuralism since the late 1940s. In the post- 
structuralist period that followed, concepts, spatial concepts and (spatial) 
planning concepts have been studied from a wide range of angles. In a post- 
structuralist perspective, concepts are naturally entwining power/ 
knowledge, whether they are used in deliberate strategies or not (Duineveld 
& Van Assche, 2011; Feenberg, 1981; Foucault, 2003; Perkins, 1993). Since 
planning is also a political arena, the strategic use of concepts does deserve 
special attention (Hillier, 2002).
The understanding of actual spaces and desired/future spaces is articulated 
through concepts of the same or similar nature, creating a web of resonances 
and linkages between actual physical spaces and desired/future space 
(Gunder & Hillier, 2009; Van Assche et al., 2009). Planning future spaces 
draws on conceptions of actual spaces and communities, as well as their 
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issues, aspirations, assets and tools. If certain communities develop 
planning systems capable of articulating comprehensive visions for the 
future, these visions will still be rooted in the interpretation of the world in 
these communities (Scott, 1998; Van Assche et al., 2009).  In addition, spatial 
planning concepts incorporate a belief that spatial planning is a reliable tool 
to bring such future closer (Gunder & Hillier, 2007; Healey, 2007), and that a 
better society has a certain form (Boyer, 1986; Scott, 1998). Generic planning 
concepts can also articulate aspects of a future spatial organisation that are 
desirable, without directly outlining a form. 
We can then analyse a community by means of its planning concepts, and we 
can analyse the impacts of these concepts. In contrast to the instrumental 
view, concepts do not produce anything automatically or naturally. 
Implementation is not one step, and certainly not one step that can be taken 
by a planner (Beunen, 2010; Fischer, 2003; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1984; 
Scott, 1998). Since implementation requires the involvement of many actors, 
the impact of a generic planning concept or spatial planning concept requires 
cooperation of many actors. If the plans and the embedded concepts reflect 
beliefs already held, implementation will be easier, impact greater (Van 
Assche et al., 2009). Observation of impact in those cases will often lead to 
the belief that the concepts one way or another acted themselves, that they 
incorporated the power of implementation. Assuming that concepts have 
power gives them power.  There is a belief that they reflect reality and a belief 
that the ones making them have privileged access to reality. This results in a 
fetishising of concepts (Bowie, 1988; Feenberg, 1981; Perkins, 1993) 
allowing concepts to appear ‘instrumental’. It prompts a mystification of the 
power of planning, in places where planning works because it is what people 
want and are used to. 
Certain concepts and embedding discourses are widespread in society, and 
not an object of reflection, while others are rhetorically deployed by certain 
actors for strategic purposes (Andersen, 2003; Barnes & Duncan, 1992). This 
distinction opens the door to an understanding of concepts as promotional, as 
packaging, as persuasive (Throgmorton, 1996), alongside the interpretation of 
discourses as constituting a symbolic order.  One can further distinguish 
between concepts that pretend to be technical, veiling underlying ideologies 
and power positions, and concepts that openly represent ideologies or 
positions of power. More distinctions are certainly possible, and our main 
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point here was to consider these distinctions in the light of different roles 
and uses of concepts (Eco, 1992). In other words: what is telling about 
planning and policy evolutions is the use of concepts. Categories of concepts 
ought to be categories of use, as opposed to typologies supposedly 
representing ontological differences (such as ‘empty signifier’). 
Empty signifiers, master signifiers and open concepts
In the planning literature, drawing on the work of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal 
Mouffe, notions such as society, sustainability, climate protection, community, 
planning and innovation have been labelled and explained as ‘empty signifiers’ 
(cf. Asimakou, 2009; Glasze, 2007; Gunder & Hillier, 2009; Jeffares, 2007; 
Methmann, 2010). According to Laclau, an empty signifier would be a signifier 
(the form of a sign) without signified (the represented item). Thus, an empty 
signifier is produced to signify something which cannot be directly represented 
(Laclau, 2006, p. 108). Laclau focused on the category of the empty signifier 
and he often reduced the functions of emptiness in discourse to the 
functioning of that category of signs. Although the widespread use of the 
concept in policy- and planning analysis, it was crafted by Laclau for the 
analysis of ideological struggles, and therefore not fit for the analysis of 
 policy- concepts, which are commonly within one ideology. Testified by the 
use of the concept in many studies as a “catchall category for all things 
undefined, seemingly meaningless and vague” (Jeffares, 2007, p. 56).
We argue that content without content is logically impossible. Invoking 
recurring mutual misunderstandings across an antagonistic frontier does 
not resolve that issue, e.g. what does ‘Orange’ mean in ‘Orange revolution’? 
Signifiers are neither concepts nor things, and concepts are different from 
things. Signifiers can neither be full nor empty. Meaning emerges in and as a 
relation between signifier (sign), signified (concept) and the world as 
exteriority. Our perspective joins the semiotics of Umberto Eco and Charles 
Sanders Peirce and Foucault’s perspective on discourse, where concepts and 
discourse create meaning by bringing structure in a semantic continuum 
(Eco, 1979, 1992; Foucault, 1972). Alternative structures are possible, and 
can be competing in ideological struggles. The perspective of parties across 
an antagonistic frontier might appear meaningless, but that is only because 
of a perspectival difference. 
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A more persuasive analysis of the performance of seemingly empty concepts 
in planning can be found in the work of Gunder and Hillier (2009). Instead of 
empty signifiers, they draw primarily on the Lacanian notion of ‘master 
signifiers’, which are not empty but referring to over- full concepts. In many 
planning situations, planning concepts such as ‘sustainability’ or 
‘innovation’ represent Lacanian master signifiers, referring to concepts that 
are so open that they can give direction without revealing much detail. 
Master signifiers can serve as point de capiton in a discourse that threatens 
to go in too many directions. They can give the impression of pinning down 
discourse, of agreement on something, before continuing the discussion on 
futures that can essentially not be known and interests that can essentially 
not be reconciled. The pretending-to-know embodied by the master signifiers 
enables the reproduction of discourse (and negotiation) in the face of the 
abyss of the unknowable and hence the enactment of certain ideological 
positions (Žižek, 1989, 1991, 2007). 
‘Master signifier’ can only be understood in a logically consistent and 
theoretically productive way if it is seen as a category of use, not as a 
conceptual category that can be simply traced by finding the signifier. 
Planning concepts, including spatial concepts, can (in a certain use) give 
the impression of knowing by being vague, the impression of consensus, or 
the impression of a stepping stone in a collective reasoning. They can 
function as master signifiers in the Lacanian- Žižekian sense. They play 
this role in the reproduction of discourse in a planning arena, driven by the 
perceived need to take decisions and keep the planning arena intact. Coming 
back to the distinction between spatial concepts and generic planning 
concepts, we can now say that generic planning concepts are likely to invoke 
master signifiers, since the shifting and irreconcilable desires in a community 
require such concepts to enable continuation of the planning game (Gunder 
& Hillier, 2009; Luhmann, 1995). Also, we can say that spatial concepts are to 
be understood against a background of generic planning concepts, including, 
or drawing on such master signifiers. In other words, the seeming objectivity 
of spatial concepts, with their direct reference to spatial form, cannot be 
disconnected from the unknowable represented by the master signifiers. For 
Lacan, the symbolic order will always reveal cracks; our concepts will always 
slip off the Real at a certain point, despite the master signifiers that intend 
to pin down discourse circling around a world we can never access directly 
(Lacan & Fink, 2006, p. 681; Stavrakakis, 1999; Žižek, 1989). 
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We propose the broader category of ‘open concept’ to study the variety of 
functions of seemingly empty concepts in planning and, in fact, governance. 
‘Empty signifier’ we intend to discard for our present purposes, because of 
the theoretical problems we diagnosed and because of the overly strong 
association with one political ideology. The functioning as or linkages with 
master signifiers have to be established in each case, in each contingent 
evolution of policy and/in community.
In our case study, focusing on a Dutch concept which we label as the 
‘innovation campus’, we look in detail at the relation between spatial and 
generic planning concepts, the roles of apparent emptiness and the embedding 
in broader discourses. 
 
The Innovation Campus in the Netherlands
What is a campus?
The word campus is derived from Latin, where it indicated an open area or 
field, most notably the Campus Martius, an open field along the Tiber in Rome 
(Platner, 1911, pp. 340-341). A more recent meaning of ‘campus’ is the 
grounds of colleges and universities, in a use of the word first encountered in 
North-America.  At Princeton in the late eighteenth century, it referred to 
the green open character of the college (Leith, 1978; Turner, 1987). The word 
gradually came to signify not only the greenness and remote character of 
colleges and universities at that time, but the entire property of the 
university. It also started to refer to the self-contained and self-governing 
community and the distinct architecture expressing the social and 
educational ideals (Turner, 1987). ‘Campus’ thus became associated with 
the original medieval idea of the university: a self-governing learning 
community, a legal, political and cultural entity partly suspended from 
the normal regulatory frameworks, to enable learning and discovery 
(Cobban, 1975). The architectural unity and greenfield isolation were the 
new, American, elements. This American campus planning tradition, at least 
in its physical form, was exported to Europe in the second half of the 20th 
century. In the Netherlands, the first university campus was the University 
of Twente, followed by the universities of Utrecht and Delft. For the Dutch, 
‘campus’ stood since then for a university campus. This hegemonic meaning 
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was challenged in the first years of the 21st century.  New discourses emerged 
that gave a new meaning to the campus concept, and a series of novel campus 
developments were initiated in the Netherlands. At least 55 campus 
developments were under way in 2009 (BCI, 2009). How can we understand 
this evolution of the ‘campus’?
The conception of the campus: High Tech Campus in Eindhoven
The first non-university development labelled as a ‘campus’ emerged in 
Eindhoven, around the former NatLab (research departments) of Philips. In 
the mid-1990s Philips Electronics CEO Boonstra decided to concentrate 
research departments previously scattered throughout the Netherlands in 
Eindhoven.  Some years before, members of the executive board visited the 
Apple Campus in Cupertino, California, part of Silicon Valley, because Apple 
was for sale at that time. Despite the fact that Philips did not buy Apple, the 
board was impressed by the ‘Apple Campus’ and decided to use the term 
‘campus’ for their new research site. Notwithstanding the Apple experience, 
the ‘technology-campus’ of Philips was initially an ordinary consolidation of 
research departments. Yet, after a while, it was proclaimed that the new site, 
south of Eindhoven, could evolve into a ‘technology campus’, a place of 
learning and discovery. By the Philips management, this broadening of the 
campus concept was primarily seen as a compensation for the region of 
Eindhoven for the relocation of the headquarters to Amsterdam. 
The meaning and shape of the technology campus were initially rather 
unclear. The original plans, presented in October 1997, showed a  conglomerate 
of Philips-departments with a security fence around it. Subsequently, 
pressure from the municipality prompted a switch in security focus from the 
perimeters to the individual buildings, allowing for a more accessible 
campus. The design of the buildings was inspired by the Siemens offices in 
Munich and other office premises in the Netherlands. The landscape plan 
was designed with reference to the physical and historical geography of the 
area, by incorporating features and elements of the existing rural landscapes. 
In the buildings, glass walls were applied liberally, also for office spaces, and 
this transparency was thought to encourage collaboration and (self)control.
The ‘Philips High Tech Campus’ opened in 1998 for Philips departments. 
Because not all buildings were fully occupied, the campus became available 
for other companies in 2003, after which it was renamed into ‘High Tech 
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Campus’ (HTC). Despite stated ambitions, the other companies were mainly 
spin-offs of Philips or supply companies.
The whole planning process was conceived and implemented by Philips, with 
some input by the city of Eindhoven. The Philips campus can thus be 
considered a distinctly local adaptation of the campus idea, superficially 
influenced by Silicon Valley but largely a product of Philips’ cost- saving, 
re-focusing and image-enhancing strategies. Still, in the Netherlands, it 
was widely perceived as impressive. Many regarded the HTC as a high-quality real 
estate development, with fine architecture and high-quality landscaping, 
conveniently located at the highway Amsterdam-Eindhoven-Maastricht 
(A2). Even more, it became a national role model for campus development 
(cf. BCI, 2009; Boekholt et al., 2009; Tödtling et al., 2011).
Packaging the campus concept
Six years later, in 2009, the Netherlands had at least 55 campus developments 
(BCI, 2009). How can we understand this diffusion of the campus concept? 
The first part of the answer stems from the way the HTC was packaged by the 
municipal and regional authorities. Building on its history as a corporate 
‘Philips’ town, Eindhoven managed to brand its region as a region of national 
importance, broadening its basis beyond Philips. Policy-makers at the 
municipality linked their economic development strategy to the campus 
development. The City region Eindhoven (Samenwerkingsverband Regio 
Eindhoven, SRE) developed a similar perspective. 
And since the municipality was embedded in policy-networks such as the 
SRE, Province of Noord-Brabant and Brainport Development Inc. (a public 
limited company consisting of governmental actors, businesses and knowledge 
institutes), soon the HTC was embraced by these regional policy-makers. The 
Eindhoven region, now branded as ‘Brainport’,  transmitted an image of a 
vivid and innovative technology region, where ‘the good life’ was paramount. 
Brainport received recognition as a national asset by the designation as 
third national Mainport, after Schiphol airport and Rotterdam harbour 
(VROM, 2004). A recent policy document by Brainport Development Inc. 
envisions a “Top Economy, Smart Society”, in which innovation campuses 
play a crucial role (cf. Tödtling et al., 2011). They form the core of Brainport’s 
“open innovation eco-system” (Brainport Development, 2011). Campuses 
now turned from regional to national ‘nodal points’, as core places where 
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innovation is fostered thanks to intense interaction between universities, 
businesses and governments. This nationally promoted this particular 
understanding of the campus concept.
Campus as a national concept
Upscaling from the local to the national occurred along two main routes. 
First, other cities and regions became acquainted with the ‘buzz’ around 
Brainport. In addition to regular media channels, such as newspapers, radio, 
television and internet, important institutional channels were relevant in 
the spreading of ideas. The name and spatial concept of the HTC travelled, 
through design competitions, via site visits by policy-makers  (e.g. in the 
collaboration network of 32 urban municipalities, the ‘G32’), as well as 
through seminars for bureaucrats, and via various brands of consultants 
promoting the new campus idea (and form).
The second route went via the Ministry of Economic Affairs. In 2009, the 
high number of campus developments, notably their calls for funding, raised 
the awareness of staff members at the ministry. The question arose what a 
campus was, how the ministry should respond to these calls and whether it 
should make campuses part of its innovation policy. Beside internal research, 
research was commissioned from external consultancy firms to probe the 
relevance of the campus concept and the scope for policy-making. Boekholt 
et al. (2009) formulated the following definition based on their research:
· “a physical location with high-quality real estate and shared facilities;
· with the aim to foster the establishment, growth and acquisition of 
 knowledge-intensive businesses and organizations and their mutual 
cooperation;
· supported by an active policy to facilitate  research and development, the 
transfer of knowledge, people and capital to and between organizations on 
campus, and a policy to attract knowledge-intensive organizations” 
(Boekholt et al., 2009: translation by the authors).
Following our conceptual frame, our reading of this first attempt to define a 
campus is that it displayed the width of the concept, allowing for the inclusion of 
a broad, heterogeneous spectrum of business estates. Accordingly, the 
report did give a clear answer to what ‘it’ was. Furthermore, the report stated 
that the existence of a campus did not automatically lead to improved 
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economic performance at local or regional scales. Nevertheless, the report 
identified success factors and promoted these factors as criteria for 
evaluating policy-making. One key conclusion was that government is 
indispensable, particularly in the early development phase of a campus. 
An additional study (BCI, 2009) mapped the campus developments in the 
Netherlands at the time. It included 55 business estates and other initiatives. 
The study also added two criteria to the definition of Boekholt et al. (2009):
· “the presence of a manifest medium of knowledge relay; the third criterion 
of Technopolis should be in terms of an organization that actively 
stimulates ‘open innovation’.” (BCI, 2009: translation by the authors)
Especially this second report, which was made fully public, triggered a strong 
response from the media, from members of the Dutch Lower Chamber and 
drew local policy-makers’ attention. The study used the criteria to assess all 
55 business developments and the local organisations behind the winners, 
the ‘campuses of national importance’ and ‘runners up’, proudly promoted 
their position. Moreover, some of the ‘losers’ contacted the consultancy BCI 
in the hope to be included. Others contested the ranking. A community came 
into being that promoted a certain understanding of the campus.
Further studies were conducted, now commissioned primarily by provincial 
authorities and local organizations (BCI, 2010a, 2010b; VHP et al., 2011). These 
reports were produced by a wider range of consultancies, thus spreading 
the campus concept across the country. In addition, charismatic ‘experts’ 
(mostly working for these consultancies) were invited to all kinds of policy 
meetings and seminars to shed light on the added value of campus 
development, its preconditions, what ‘it’ was, and what municipalities and 
other organisations could do with campuses. With every meeting, report and 
seminar, the community responsible for campus development grew and 
defined itself more clearly, and simultaneously delineated what the campus 
concept was. 
In conclusion, the spatial planning concept of the High Tech Campus in 
Eindhoven travelled via several institutional networks across the 
Netherlands, to become the ‘innovation campus’. Through these journeys, 
we can account for the availability of the spatial planning concept as an 
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idea. However, it does not account for the widespread popularity of the 
concept. Concepts, by and in themselves, do not perform. They have to be 
embedded in discourse and practice. It is towards this theme that we turn 
our attention now. 
Fertile grounds
Dutch planning discourse
To understand the wide adoption of campus development throughout the 
Netherlands we have to discern the importance of Dutch traditions of spatial 
planning and its role in economic policy. We will first turn to the Dutch 
planning discourse, to understand the fertile grounds in which the concept 
of campus landed. Second, we discuss the role of regional economic policy 
focusing on specific understandings of innovation. In both cases, we can see 
how spatial concepts intersect with societal ‘master signifiers’.
Spatial planning in the Netherlands has been traditionally used to tackle a 
wide range of societal problems, spatial as well as sectoral. The spatial 
planning concept of ‘bundled deconcentration’ (gebundelde deconcentratie) 
launched in 1966 is a good example of this stance towards planning (VRO, 
1966). Through the implementation of ‘bundled deconcentration’, policy- 
makers believed that social problems which existed in large metropolises 
such as London or Paris could be avoided in the Netherlands, through 
concentrating urban growth throughout the entire country in so-called 
overspill towns (groeikernen). Another example is the design of the Noor-
doostpolder (1936-1942)  which was planned according to the Central Place 
Theory of Walter Christaller, together with ideas on social engineering 
(Simon, 2005). Contemporary policies still have the underlying assumption 
of socio- economic problem-solving through spatial planning.  Despite the 
alleged shift from ‘government to governance’, and moves away from the 
centrally managed ‘welfare state’, Dutch administration is still heavily 
engaged in the shaping of space. Indeed, Dutch spatial planning is still 
grounded in two basic assumptions: (1) planning policies can actually 
determine spatial form over the long term and in large areas, and (2) spatial 
form enhances socio-economic performance.
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In recent decades, two major shifts have taken place, yielding a more entre-
preneurial (or businesslike) planning style. First, planning has moved from 
a role of coordinating land use to active investments, notably in what is 
denoted as ‘area development’. Second, the goals (and justification) of 
spatial planning have moved from the social (originally the social-‘hygienic’) to 
the economic. The latter is particularly noticeable in the latest National 
Spatial Strategy of 2004. This policy document displays a clear ‘economization 
of spatial policy’ (Lagendijk & Boekema, 2009; VROM, 2004; Zonneveld & 
Verwest, 2005), infused by two supporting discourses around the planning 
concepts ‘competitiveness’ and ‘innovation’, which will now be discussed in 
more detail.
Regional-economic discourse
The turn to a more economic focus in spatial planning has been influenced, 
first of all, by changes in the discourse on regional-economic policy in the 
1990s. Prompted by various white papers issued by the Ministry of Economic 
Affairs (EZ, 1994, 1995, 1999; EZ & BCI, 1997; EZ & Kolpron Consultants, 
1994), the government started to stimulate the economic potential of 
regions, and started to improve the accessibility and quality of industrial 
and business estates. In the 1990s the most important means of supporting 
the industry were in accordance with the ideas of Michael Porter, who 
promoted competitiveness of regions through innovation and clusters of 
businesses (Raspe & van Oort, 2007). Initially, there was little attention for 
qualities that could be influenced through spatial planning, with the 
exception of physical accessibility, but this changed dramatically in the two 
decades that followed. 
A crucial turn occurred in 1994, when in a preliminary study for the 
memorandum ‘Space for Regions’ (Nota Ruimte voor regio’s), the directorate 
of the Ministry of Economic Affairs claimed a ‘deficiency’ in Dutch spatial 
policies: there was no policy which addressed the space needed for ‘the 
economy’ (EZ, 1994, p. 13, see also Figure 1). This was the start of a continuous 
explicit formulation of spatial issues in favour of the economy, resulting in 
a ‘spatialization’ of regional economic policy (together with a reorientation 
of planning towards economic development). Also the designation of the 
Mainports and Brainport as both a spatial and economic process is part of 
this trend in policy.
47
Ch
ap
te
r 
 2
O
pe
n 
co
n
ce
pt
s
In terms of concrete policy-making, the Ministry of Economic Affairs 
contributed to this shift through the programme ‘Peaks in the Delta’ 
(2007-2011). The programme introduced an area specific innovation policy, 
in which a limited number of innovation regions were selected as interna-
tionally competitive ‘hot spots’. Two core criteria were set for the ‘Peaks’: a 
high level of organization around the theme of innovation and the presence 
of high-quality knowledge infrastructure. Initially, four regions were able to 
meet the demands: South-East Brabant (‘Brainport’ Eindhoven), East-Neth-
erlands, the North- and South-Wing of the Randstad. Bottlenecks were to be 
removed and new policy-instruments had to be tailor-made (EZ, 2004).
Innovation discourse
Another influential discourse is the one around the concept of innovation, 
which developed in two waves. A first wave can be discerned in the recession 
of the 1970s and 80s, which was a response to an aged industrial sector in the 
Netherlands. Two white papers, the national ‘Innovation Memorandum’ of 
1979 and a report by the Scientific Council in 1980, argued that technological 
innovation could offer a shift towards a more high-quality industry (OCW, 
1979; WRR, 1980), supporting the idea that industrial policy should move 
from ‘backing losers’ towards ‘picking winners’ (Velzing, 2011). A second 
wave was apparent in the 1990s and early 2000s, which was not a response to 
a real recession, but to national and international reports and benchmarks 
(e.g. The Global Competitiveness Report). Following these reports, the Dutch 
competitiveness in the ‘knowledge economy’ was supposedly endangered. 
References were made to ‘rising stars’, such as India, China etc., and the fact 
that the Netherlands was “losing momentum” (Innovatieplatform, 2004). 
Thus, a sense of urgency was created and action was called for. 
The discourse on innovation was nurtured and broadcast by a specific 
institution, the Innovation Platform (Innovatieplatform), chaired by the 
then Prime Minister Jan-Peter Balkenende (2003-2010). The Innovation 
Platform made many proposals, including a proposal to enforce so-called Key 
areas (Sleutelgebieden). Instead of ‘picking winners’ in a top-down manner, 
the platform aspired a bottom-up approach, by asking stakeholders to 
mention powerful combinations of knowledge and businesses and to identify 
scope for  improvement. After this call, a selection was made and ten key 
themes were identified, such as ‘Flowers and Food’, ‘High-tech Systems and 
Materials’, ‘Chemistry’ and ‘Sustainable Energy’ (Innovatieplatform et al., 
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2004). Although these key theme were not necessarily geographical, certain 
geographical ‘hot spots’ (in Dutch: ‘hotspots’) within these Key areas were 
distinguished. In hindsight, despite the ‘bottom-up’ aspiration, the 
Platform’s approach was still dominated by top-down imposed ideas 
regarding areas in which innovation should be encouraged (Innovatieplat-
form et al., 2004). However, the contribution of the Key area approach to 
‘innovation’ remained rather unclear.
In a second round, the Innovation Platform continued and advanced the Key 
areas approach, as detailed in the vision document ‘Netherlands 2020’ (In-
novatieplatform, 2010). ‘Netherlands 2020’ pleaded for a modern industrial 
policy, in which the Key areas policy was made to mean an allocation of at 
least 50% of the innovation budget in these areas. Importantly, the document 
also advocated the development of five or six ‘innovation campuses’, such as 
the HTC, as geographical ‘hot spots’. Regional governments, businesses, 
knowledge institutions and investors were supposed to invest hundreds of 
millions of euros for each innovation campus, thereby pinning down the 
discourse. Innovation was to be fostered by collaborating businesses and 
knowledge institutions following an ‘open innovation’ model (Innovatie-
platform, 2010). With the spatial concept of the innovation campus, the 
conceptually and spatially undetermined concept ‘innovation’ could get a 
little more foothold. 
After the platform was abolished in 2010, what remained was not so much a 
widely shared innovation discourse or practice, but innovation as a master 
signifier, that, in its embodiment of innovation campus, and alongside 
concepts of clustering and competitiveness, injected new ideas of ‘area 
development’ in spatial policy, thus contributing to a further spatialization 
of economic policy and a deepening of the economic orientation of spatial 
planning. 
In conclusion, the Dutch fertile grounds for the reception of the innovation 
campus were discourses on spatial planning, on regional economic 
development and on innovation. Albeit different in their genealogy, these 
discourses display an underlying ideology of social engineering. This 
ideology structured much of the interpretation of spatial and generic 
planning concepts introduced from elsewhere, their translation and 
implementation. 
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Functions of open concepts
As illustrated in our case, copying and travelling of concepts means 
emptying, diluting and transforming of concepts (cf. Bal, 2002). Although it 
was often acknowledged that the American success (i.e. Silicon Valley) was 
impossible to copy, policy-makers implicitly structured their interpretation 
of and expectations for the new style campus along the lines of their 
interpretation of Silicon Valley. Institutional specificities were overlooked 
(or wilfully ignored), such as the cooperation model in the Netherlands 
(universities, businesses, governments), against the dominant role of 
venture capitalist in Silicon Valley (Ferrary & Granovetter, 2009). The travels 
of the campus concept demonstrate the different meanings of the concept in 
America, in Eindhoven, in Brainport and nationally in the Netherlands. The 
spatial concept was used differently in each context, which included an 
emptying of the concept and attributing different meaning to it. Thus, the 
functions of open concepts during migration hinge on mutation and 
hybridization.
Because meaning is constructed by subjects retroactively (Žižek, 1989), 
many officials were able to stage their favourite development as a campus, 
thereby temporarily stopping the sliding of meaning. Their project became a 
campus for them, and became associated with new expectations. Often, 
campus developments were presented as the solution to local policy 
problems: the possible retreat of multinationals (e.g. DSM in Geleen, MSD in 
Oss, Solvay in Weesp), the restructuring of obsolete industrial areas (e.g. 
Nijmegen, Geleen), demographic decline (e.g. The Province of Limburg), the 
lack of economic growth or the invisibility of cluster policy. In all cases, it 
was campus development which had to solve policy problems, which, of 
course, included certain fantasmatic elements. Because the notion of 
campus was ‘opened’, all kinds of associations could be made with it. 
Moreover, although these conceptual linkages were novel, they did not really 
change the discursive world of policy-makers. Instead, they reinforced old 
ideas and practices emerging from old discourses, such as the Dutch tradition 
of spatial planning and social engineering.
 The use of open concepts helps in obscuring uncertainties and risks in social 
and political life. Glossing over these uncertainties enables advancements 
on issues and a continuation of social and political life. Without open 
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concepts that veil the impossibility to know the future, there will be no 
seemingly firm ground to stand on (Peirce, 1877). Because of this silent and 
generalized performativity, certain experts or politicians can consciously 
and tactically act as if things can be predicted. And, most crucially, many in 
our current society want those people to know, want to believe that things 
can be known (cf. Žižek, 1997, p. 137). 
Spatial planning concepts (such as the innovation campus) and generic 
planning concepts (such as innovation) work. They perform. They do not 
have a fixed essence or core, rather their meaning is generated through 
relations. Any social practice, and especially one looking at many interests 
and an unknowable future -such as spatial planning- will need at least a 
number of concepts that can be reinterpreted in a flexible manner. This 
flexibility makes them work. Multiple meanings can be attributed to them 
which allows them to be linked to many discourses at the same time. In some 
cases, this will spur innovation, while in others, such as the case studied, 
new concepts, even when addressing innovation, can just as well keep 
existing discursive configurations in place. 
Conclusion
Understanding the functions of spatial concepts necessarily involves 
understanding the nature of concepts. Concepts structure the complex 
world we live in, and thus create the world as we know it. What concepts ‘are’ 
and ‘do’ remains a major philosophical puzzle, resonating in the debate on 
the role of concepts in the planning literature. This literature has generally 
highlighted the ‘performative’ nature of planning concepts. By entwining 
power/knowledge, concepts come across as ‘natural’, as well as infusing 
investments in them by planning actors. We should always acknowledge that 
they are as contingent and historical as other concepts. The question then is 
why certain spatial or generic planning concepts work where others fail, or 
in other words, which functions of concepts can be distinguished?
In this paper we have discussed the evolution of planning concepts in light 
of the broader discussion on concepts and policies. It has been claimed by 
others that concepts ‘perform’ because of their emergence as ‘empty 
signifier’. Here, we argue that to understand  the role of core concepts (such 
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as sustainability or accessibility) the characterisation ‘empty’ confuses. 
More helpful is the notion of ‘open concept’, as a further specification of 
‘master signifiers‘ (in Lacanian sense), that can be linked differently in 
distinct empirical settings and discursive evolutions. This insight can only 
be grasped productively when open concepts and master signifiers are seen 
as categories of use in discursive configurations. Usages can be of different 
kinds, some are more naturalized in society at large, whereas others can be 
deployed more strategically by actors.
In Lacanian terms, spatial concepts serve as a point de capiton, and pin 
down knotty discourses which, taken individually, tend to go in diverse 
directions, such as discourses on spatial-economic development and spatial 
planning. The pinning down, the precision of it, has to be partly fictitious 
to remain functional. The appearance of precision has to be functional 
openness. Spatial concepts thus have to function as open concepts to serve 
as a middle ground, as a crystallization point of various discourses and an 
enabler of their reproduction. In this paper, we demonstrated this ‘middle 
ground’ role by studying the concept of campus, and its discursive migration 
including mutation and hybridization. In the Dutch case we saw a travel of 
campus ideas from Silicon Valley, via the Apple campus, with its distinct 
translation and practical interpretation in Eindhoven, and then spreading 
across the country, merging with other interpretations of high-tech companies, 
real estate developers, and others. This subsequently led to distinct localized 
models, all unique in their own right, but all carrying traces of former 
discourses and models from elsewhere. 
This conceptual flexibility also enables the continuation of the planning 
game. Actors are broadly able to continue their planning practices through 
these open concepts, The result is the continuation of the whole game, 
without changing too much of the rules of the game, but with a clear 
signification of our desires and actions. While any attempt to signify the 
future, or any attempt to plan the future is destined to be imperfect, they 
play a vital symbolic role. Open concepts mediate the uncertainty of the 
future and adjust to the continuously produced present. If we would fully 
submit ourselves to the idea that the future is unknowable and that it is not 
possible to plan, planning would be virtually impossible. The added 
appearance of precision by spatiality in the case of spatial planning concepts 
adds to the repertoire of mechanisms veiling uncertainty and contingency.
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Open concepts enable the capturing of desires of society in the face of an 
uncertain future. They allow projections of a good future, a means to get to 
our desires, in the case of the innovation campus: to the ‘good life’ in which 
societal problems are ‘solved’ and everybody lives in a wealthy, fair society 
fuelled by ‘high tech’ Silicon Valley-like spaces. As such, they function as 
imaginaries, strongly underpinned by underlying ideologies. Analysis of 
such concepts allow insight in these ideologies. Thus, reflecting upon the 
functions of open concepts, the underlying ideological assumptions can be 
uncovered, which allows the opening of a space for discussion concerning 
these ideological assumptions. ‘On the ground’, on the other hand, a concept 
like ‘campus’ shows how meaning is temporally fixed, how space is given 
form, and how this form can be planned, organised and designed by 
government, fitting in the Dutch planning tradition.
53
Ch
ap
te
r 
 2
O
pe
n 
co
n
ce
pt
s
(source: Peter Wijnands Photography)
Chapter 3
Fading EUphoria
Jacobs, A. J. & H. J. Kooij (2013) 
Fading EUphoria at the Dutch-German border? The case of AVANTIS. 
Tijdschrift voor economische en sociale geografie 104(3): 379-387.
Abstract
The article deals with the failure of the AVANTIS cross-border business 
estate. The inception of this hitherto largely undeveloped site took place in 
the early 1990s, a period which we suggest characterizing with the notion of 
EUphoria, i.e. a widely held belief in the future of a borderless Europe. 
EUphoria is seen as the key to bringing together otherwise separate 
discourses under one shared ambition of constructing a cross-border 
business estate. With the fading of EUphoria, however, AVANTIS resurfaces 
as a shared problem and appears to have been built on expectations and 
promises held within a discourse of European integration rather than among 
private investors. In retrospect, AVANTIS as a product of EUphoria remains a 
EUtopia, albeit with very few believers.
 Legend
Active campus development
Past or dormant campus development
Nijmegen
Maastricht
Eindhoven
Wageningen
Venlo
Geleen
Heerlen
Helmond
Den Bosch
Aachen
Oss
Deurne
Schaijk
Boxmeer
Cuijk
Renkum
Eersel
Tilburg
Kerkrade
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Introduction
Right on top of a southern stretch of the Dutch-German border, a 100 ha. 
business estate pops into view which, seen from the air, is shaped like a 
giant key, a key towards a borderless Europe. What can also be seen from 
the air is that most of these 100 ha. are still greenfields rather than office 
buildings. As of yet, AVANTIS has not become the European Business and 
Science Park that public officials had in mind during its inception in the 
1990s but, rather, remains a park for walking the dog – one of the most 
expensive parks to do so, however. What went wrong? 
There are several conventional explanations which apply to the failure of 
this project: time catching up with plans, differing interests of the 
stakeholders, and events thwarting implementation, to name but a few. 
These explanations are paramount in the self-interpretation of the parties 
involved, but are rather fragmented. Alternatively, the explanation 
presented in this article is ‘EUphoria’1: a temporary condition that produced 
a favorable climate for cross-border policymaking and development in the 
context of European integration. In what follows, we will reconstruct the 
history of AVANTIS from the perspective of EUphoria and unmask the 
project’s EUtopian dimensions that had been there from the beginning.
Our reconstruction and findings are based on a case study covering a series 
of policy documents and consultancy reports of government agencies 
(referred to in the article) in the Heerlen-Aachen cross-border area, and 
supplemented by a series of 18 interviews with public officials of both 
German and Dutch affiliation. The approach that underlies this case study is 
a discourse analysis following Jensen and Richardson (2004, pp. 44-66), 
which is focused on identifying policy discourses as consisting of linguistic 
as well as socio-spatial or material dimensions and thus embodying a con-
ceptualization of discourse as more than linguistic. For an analysis of spatial 
planning and development, this is important because each discourse 
‘frames’ or constructs space in a specific way and according to specific logics, 
which may be potentially at odds with alternative understandings of space, 
where space itself plays a crucial role in enabling and restraining a policy 
discourse. The framing of space may pertain to the way a region is understood 
from its past events, the way its present problems are framed or ignored, as 
well as to the way a region should develop in the future (cf. Kooij et al., 2014). 
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As this case study focuses largely on the emergence of a discourse on 
cross-border regional development (also see Jacobs, 2012) and investments 
of public money towards and in legitimization of that end, we adopt this 
 discourse-analytical approach to uncover the way in which the discourse 
gained influence, persuasion, and became taken-for-granted (cf. Jensen & 
Richardson, 2004, p. 56).
Even though in this text we focus mostly on the specific history of the 
AVANTIS cross-border business estate and try to explain its peculiar unsuc-
cessfulness, the use of the lens of discourse analysis inevitably brings us to 
consider the relevance of the wider context of cross-border cooperation as 
part of European integration (cf. Perkmann, 2007; Scott, 2000). The European 
integration discourse, which is related to the construction of EU regional 
policy, off and on seems to frame regional processes of cross-border cooperation. 
Again, we stress the importance of a discourse-analytical approach that 
takes material and social-spatial dimensions into account, for the European 
integration discourse is fuelled by the structural funds – a material 
dimension – and this undeniably plays a role in cross-border cooperation 
projects. We therefore highlight the emergence of cross-border regions and 
the funding schemes for cross-border cooperation in order to understand the 
implications of EUphoria.
EUphoria
The story of AVANTIS goes back to the early 1990s, a time which we will 
characterize by using the notion of EUphoria, the commonly felt expectation 
of intensified European integration after such major events as the fall of the 
Berlin Wall and a series of treaties signed to foster cross-border cooperation 
and overcome the internal borders within the territory of the European 
Community’s member states. Obviously, EUphoria is not the only explanation 
for the failure of AVANTIS – consider, for example, environmental issues, 
changes in the economic situation, and delays in construction – but we 
think that the concept of EUphoria offers a more substantial explanation, 
and makes our analysis relevant to the wider context of cross-border 
cooperation.
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EUphoria characterizes the Zeitgeist of a shared optimism towards a 
borderless Europe, spurring the emergence of cross-border cooperation 
projects that would today be seen as overambitious. Indeed, whereas much 
cross-border cooperation today has a more incidental, pragmatic, and 
deliberative character, the 1990s saw a host of proposals for physical 
intervention in the borderlands, that is, strategic visions or development 
plans (Jacobs & Varró, 2011). What presently goes under the name of AVANTIS 
is one such proposal that was actually realized on the Dutch-German border 
between the Dutch city of Heerlen and the German city of Aachen.
From the perspective of cross-border cooperation, one point in history 
cannot be overemphasized, namely the demise of the Iron Curtain in 1989. 
With all its symbolic value, the demise of the Iron Curtain and, most 
obviously, the fall of the Berlin Wall, produced a general optimism towards 
the disappearance of (European) borders (Christiansen & Jørgensen, 2000; 
Wilson & Donnan, 1998). As indicated earlier, the expectation was commonly 
felt that the European Community would continue expansion and, above all, 
integration. At the end of the Cold War this was also the time when the 
ongoing construction of the European Union was globally viewed as an 
innovative model for peaceful integration of the economic and political 
systems, indeed as a novel civilian power (Nicolaïdis & Howse, 2002; Rifkin, 
2004)
Treaties and new policy arrangements played a strong role in the EUphoria of 
the 1990s. The Schengen Treaty, which was originally signed in 1985 between 
a small number of countries, following the events of 1989, was successively 
upgraded in 1993 to become a near to EU-wide agreement shaping the 
internal market. The introduction of European funding for cross-border 
cooperation (INTERREG) in 1990 came at a perfect moment because of the 
general optimism concerning the EU and the disappearance of borders – 
what we have named EUphoria. This funding scheme quickly became the 
catalyst for cross-border cooperation projects (Perkmann, 2003, p. 166). 
AVANTIS was not the only project that so explicitly focused on the border. For 
example, the twin towns of Kerkrade (the Netherlands) and Herzogenrath 
(Germany), at a stone’s throw away from AVANTIS, teamed up to form the 
European town of ‘Eurode’, epitomized by the symbolic removal in 1993 of 
the stone barrier in the middle of the Nieuwstraat/Neustrasse (for a critical 
analysis, see e.g. Ehlers, 2001), and underscored by the construction of the 
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Eurode Business Center, built on top of the Dutch-German border. With only 
one building, arguably, it is a miniature version of AVANTIS.
INTERREG and the emergence and shaping of EU regional policy produced a 
discourse that laid claim to space in the borderlands, the first step being the 
partition of the European territory into a series of regions, including 
cross-border regions (cf. Perkmann, 1999). Some of these cross-border 
regions, such as the Euroregion Meuse-Rhine which covers our case, existed 
prior to this process (Knippenberg, 2004) as a result of bottom-up 
developments. There was no EU financing and cross-border regions basically 
functioned as (informal) networks of cross-border cooperation, focusing 
mostly on practical problem-solving (Perkmann, 1999). With the advent of 
support schemes in the context of EU regional policy, cross-border 
cooperation began to incorporate parts of that discourse on European 
integration that was connected to EU funding. With the conversion of the 
existing cross-border regions into Euroregions, that is, EU institutions 
dealing with the implementation of regional policy, a discourse of territorial 
rescaling emerged (e.g. Brenner, 1999; Jessop, 2003; cf. Perkmann, 2003), 
touching base with the EUphoric beliefs of the eventual disappearance of 
the border in policy circles. On the ground, we witnessed the emergence of 
cross-border regional development schemes2 meant to guide the attribution 
of the regional funds, and spurred ‘experiment’-like development projects, 
like AVANTIS. We argue that these developments indicate a certain belief in 
the ‘euregional’ becoming a functional and political territorial scale (cf. 
Jacobs & Varró, 2011). Subsequent experiences with EU funding indicate a 
degree of over-enthusiasm but we will first describe the developments taking 
place during that initial stage of Europeanization of cross-border regions 
and cross-border cooperation with regard to the case of AVANTIS.
Trial area in borderless Europe or EUtopia? 
The fertile grounds for AVANTIS were created during Martin Bangemann’s 
time in office. As the EU commissioner for Internal market and Industrial 
affairs from 1989 to 1995, and for Industrial affairs, Information & Telecom-
munications Technologies from 1995 to 1999, he initiated an experiment to 
explore the obstacles and advantages of a cross-border business and service 
facility. The EU held a competition and invited six research institutes, both 
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German and Dutch affiliated, to investigate the possibilities and obstacles. 
The aim was to anticipate concrete situations; for example, imagine an office 
on the border and the refrigerator starts dripping and the liquid runs from 
the Dutch side towards the German side. Which insurance company would 
have to pay for the damage? Thus, the idea was to set up a trial area, in which 
such affairs could be tested and, subsequently, the outcomes could be 
transferred to other cases in Europe. This project was confidential, and 
seems to have been carried out during the first period of commissioner 
Bangemann.
The actual idea of a cross-border business estate originated at the beginning 
of the 1990s, which resulted in a declaration of intent between the Cities of 
Heerlen and Aachen (Gemeente Heerlen & Stadt Aachen, 1992). The 
declaration of intent displayed a high level of detail concerning the size and 
location of the business estate. In addition, bilateral working groups were 
proposed to sort out the details of cross-border development in the fields of 
spatial planning, environment, economic affairs and real estate. The idea 
was to provide space for companies of regional and international significance, 
which use scientific services of the academy in Heerlen and the polytechnical 
academy RWTH (Rheinisch-Westfälische Technische Hochschule) in Aachen, 
and of “high tech” research institutes. Transport companies were explicitly 
ruled out (Gemeente Heerlen & Stadt Aachen, 1992).
The financing of the cross-border business estate was supposed to be 
contributed largely through subsidies, in particular, European subsidies, 
such as INTERREG and EFRO. Also national financing like the Dutch 
programme for business environment urban junctions (bedrijfsomgeving 
stedelijke knooppunten), allocated 17 million guilders from 1992 to 1995 
(Groene, 2000).
 
Moreover, the idea was to create what was called an ‘à la carte model’(‘Zapf-
krahnmodel’ in German, ‘tapkraanmodel’ in Dutch), where companies 
located anywhere on the business estate could ‘pick and mix’ their laws in a 
way that would suit them best. For example, it would be possible for an 
entrepreneur to start a company, paying German taxes, but using public 
utilities from the Netherlands. This required enormous governmental 
efforts, resulting in a number of bilateral agreements between the 
Netherlands and the Federal Republic of Germany, such as the third 
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supplementary protocol concerning double taxation (Federal Republic of 
Germany & United Kingdom of the Netherlands, 2004).
AVANTIS was an ambitious project that aspired overcoming and even 
exploiting the border location by attracting high-tech firms looking to serve 
two markets. As we now look back on that time and see the ambitions of the 
project shattered, we can hardly avoid another apt wordplay, namely 
EUtopia3. Obviously, it was known that cross-border developments would be 
complex, time-consuming or, perhaps, impossible but the early 1990s offered 
the right climate to take on the challenge under the legitimate label of a trial 
area. The developments at the European level seemed favorable and regional 
officials presented themselves as forerunners of a type of cooperation 
project that was considered to become normal in a further decade or two 
(cf. Christiansen & Jørgensen, 2000; Wilson & Donnan, 1998).
Campus Europa: the virtual laboratory of integration 
Completely in line with their symbolic investment in AVANTIS, the parties 
involved tried to rub out the institutional differences between the two 
countries. Several working groups, both national and bi-national were 
initiated to coordinate between law and legislation of the two countries and 
the different procedures that existed on either side of the border. As a result, 
the zoning plan was developed according to both the German and Dutch 
standards, in two languages. The zoning plan was approved by the authorities 
in 1997 (Stadt Aachen et al., 1997). Additional studies also needed to be 
carried out such as the environmental impact assessment for both the 
German and Dutch sides, the ‘Umwelverträglichkeitsstudien’, the economic 
cost benefit study and market research.
Despite approval of the zoning plan, the different legal systems still made it 
difficult for entrepreneurs to request a building permit on the border. 
Therefore, a further exploration of the legal systems and its procedures was 
called for. Central to this exploration was the combined request for building 
permits, aptly called Campus Europa (CAWA, n.d.). This was done in the case 
study of a virtual building on the border, in the framework of an INTERREG 
IIIA project from 2003 until 2005. A single permit procedure was impossible, 
due to the fact that the Netherlands had three separate procedures at that 
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time (Bouwaanvraag, Milieuvergunning, Gebruiksvergunning), whereas 
Germany had only one (Bauantrag). Thus, a combined procedure was developed 
by bureaucrats and officials of the Stadt Aachen, Gemeente Heerlen, Provincie 
Limburg, Nordrhein Westfalen, Ministerie van Economische Zaken, INTERREG, 
Ministerie van Buitenlandse zaken, and the EU. This case, and the case of 
Solland Solar, a company that wanted to build their facility on both sides of 
the border, were processed and used for a further orchestration of the 
procedures (CAWA, n.d.).
With all the right legal conditions in place or otherwise sorted out, there 
seemed to be no reason for downgrading the ambition level. In other words, 
the master plan would signify a borderless business estate, that is, with 
eradicated institutional borders and no visible border on the premises. It 
was developed as one site which meant, for example, that the German side of 
the park could only be reached over Dutch territory, that specific spot being 
the entrance of the estate. From the sky, the urban plan looked like a key, 
symbolizing a borderless and unified Europe. The urban development plan, 
furthermore, provided large parcels in a green setting on the border, inspired 
by visits that the shareholders made to Stockley Park near London. This 
would create the most attractive environment for large multinational 
businesses in the broader ‘high-tech’ sector. Finally, and importantly, the 
zoning plan managed to include a new railway connection between Heerlen 
and Aachen, with a regional coverage to facilitate environmentally-friendly 
commuting.
In sum, the whole planning process started in 1992/1993 and lasted until 
1997, when the zoning plan was approved and all other studies were finished. 
In 1998, the public limited company GOB (grensoverschreidend bedrijven-
terrein Heerlen/Aachen) was established, with the Municipality of Heerlen, 
the City of Aachen, LIOF (Limburgse Ontwikkelings- en Investerings-
maatschappij, Limburg Development and Investment Company) and LEG 
Stadtentwicklung (LEG stands for Landesentwicklungsgesellschaft, Spatial 
Development Company) as shareholders. In 1999, the name was changed into 
AVANTIS, European Business and Science Park.
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The persistent border
In 2013, only a fraction of the available parcels is occupied by firms, causing 
great financial losses at AVANTIS N.V. (a public limited company, plc). In the 
self-interpretation of the shareholders, there are several causes for the 
failure of AVANTIS but these, in our view, obscure the fact that the border 
marks essential difference that cannot be rubbed out by efforts on the local 
scale. We will review the most common explanations before returning to the 
issue of EUphoria and argue for a more fundamental reason underlying the 
failure of AVANTIS.
First of all, during the environmental impact assessment, three abandoned 
hamster holes (Cricetus cricetus) were found. The Badger & Tree Foundation, 
which was specialized in legal disputes concerning nature protection, 
together with a local organization, challenged AVANTIS N.V. 23 times before 
the Dutch Council of State (Raad van State) (Vonk, 2001; Beunen, 2013). 
Legal proceedings were successfully finished in 2003 but, according to the 
shareholders, the market for business parcels had dramatically declined by 
then. A few companies were interested in parcels but, on account of the legal 
proceedings, they renounced their interest. Changes in the market implied a 
virtual end to the demand for these large and top-end parcels. 
Secondly, instead of the expected convergence of laws and procedures, some 
laws and procedures in fact diverged, such as the one on energy. For example, 
companies on AVANTIS at the German side are unable to obtain electricity, 
because the estate has a Dutch electricity connection. In addition, telecom-
munication was simultaneously German and Dutch on AVANTIS, but the 
OPTA (the Dutch Independent Post and Telecommunications Authority) 
ruled in 2003 that this was against Dutch law. And there are more problems, 
such as signposting and mail delivery (Commissie Hermans, 2007). In this 
respect, the à la carte model seems impossible, and will remain impossible in 
the near future, let alone the idea of a borderless business estate. And to the 
extent that there are some advantages to be gained, this proved to be possible 
exclusively on parcels that were located exactly on the border, leaving most 
part of the business estate without such advantages.
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Finally, the combined zoning plan of 1997 could not be used any longer, due 
to national changes in legislation and procedures. So when it is even difficult 
to change a zoning plan in case of a purely domestic topography, changing a 
transnational zoning plan in order to accommodate changes in the market 
(in this case, an increased demand for smaller parcels) can be so time- 
consuming that, when done, market conditions might have changed again.
To mitigate the situation of AVANTIS, the Dutch tried to incorporate it as one 
of the focal points of their spatial-economic policy. In several green and 
white papers on spatial-economic policy of the Province of Limburg, AVANTIS 
was identified as one of the key areas for the Limburg economy, as an 
operating base for the promising cluster of ‘new energy’, instead of the 
envisioned theme of the declaration of intent in 1992 (i.e. ‘automotiv’). 
Rather, an atmosphere of ‘open innovation’ should be created on the ‘open 
campus AVANTIS’. In addition to ‘new energy’, AVANTIS was supposed to be 
the location for the cross-border European Cardiovascular Center, a joint 
initiative of Maastricht UMC+ (Universitair Medisch Centrum) and Klinikum 
Aachen (Commissie Hermans, 2007; Raad van advies Versnellingsagenda, 
2008; Taskforce Versnellingsagenda, 2005).
Whereas in the Netherlands, AVANTIS figured as a node in a discursive policy 
world of clusters, campuses and the knowledge economy, focused on 
improving Limburg’s economy, in Germany AVANTIS was not considered as 
key to their economic structure (see Kooij et al., 2014 for an analysis of the 
Dutch campus discourse). It is true that in the beginning of the 1990s, 
Aachen had a lack of space for businesses, and the development of the 
cross-border business estate was seen as a good solution but, for the city of 
Aachen, it was never part of a grand scheme to attract innovative and 
high-tech businesses to improve the local economy. What’s more, at the 
beginning of the 2000s when the hamster issue was still unresolved, the 
RWTH Aachen decided to develop two campuses of its own for its technological 
spin-offs and institutes. Campus Melaten and Campus West were planned to 
foster space for education, research, spin-offs and businesses. These plans 
made it even more unlikely that spin-offs would move to AVANTIS.
The economic downturn and the perception that not all cross-border issues 
were resolved created a standstill in the issue of parcels. Due to this 
standstill, AVANTIS N.V. needed re-financing of 26 million euros in 2006, of 5 
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million euros in 2009, and another 26 million euros in 2012 (Gemeente 
Heerlen, 2011a, 2011b). These capital injections may save AVANTIS N.V. as an 
organization but cannot hide the divergence in national law and procedures, 
and will preserve the uncertainty for entrepreneurs looking for business 
locations on the cross-border business estate.
Fading EUphoria
It is clear that subsidies from the EU made the development of AVANTIS 
possible. Without it, and without the EUphoria of the 1990s AVANTIS would 
probably not have existed in its current form. However, what had been 
obscured by a temporary belief in diminishing European borders, is that 
borders persist and need to be taken seriously. EUphoria took attention away 
from the crucial differences between Germany and the Netherlands and 
switched it to the need and real possibility of overcoming the border. It was 
only when EUphoria began to fade that the persisting border differences 
resurfaced. EUphoria as a concept based in a discourse-analytical perspective 
(cf. Jensen & Richardson, 2004), we argue, sheds new light on general 
 disillusionment with cross-border cooperation in the context of European 
integration. Obviously, standard explanations that include cultural 
differences, differences in rules and regulations, or differences in interests 
continue to be valid but the main question here is how one was able to 
conceive of and implement a plan that challenges these differences. Let us 
reconsider the case of AVANTIS in the light of EUphoria.
First, the concept of the cross-border business estate at a time of a belief 
in a borderless Europe functioned as a bridging concept between separate 
discourses, in this case cross-border cooperation, German spatial policy, and 
Dutch spatial policy. It glossed over the fact that these discourses had 
different origins and were coupled to different political and legal contexts. 
When the resulting discourse (or ‘discursive configuration’, cf. Kooij et al., 
2014) has sufficient means to carry on and sustain itself, for example through 
European funding, through the lack of controversies, through favorable 
economic conditions, it has a real impact in physical space.
Second, when the situation sketched above is the case, there will be networks 
of public officials devoting relatively large parts of their time to participate 
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in the cooperation discourse. With AVANTIS the stakeholders were in such a 
position. Among other things, joint visits to reference projects (e.g. Stockley 
Park in the UK) contributed to concretization of the common ambition. It 
was, so to speak, a train set in motion and almost impossible to stop. As a 
‘micro’ discourse the participants in the project were able to develop a 
specific framing of borderland space (Jacobs & Varró, 2011, p. 14-15) that 
could be temporarily sustained through the condition of EUphoria that 
was generally present in the political system.
Third, the master plan for AVANTIS was strongly dependent on expectations 
that were directly connected to EUphoria, which implies that it was not 
anchored in existing realities. We have mentioned three illustrations; 1) the 
key selling point of the à la carte model, where firms could pick the most 
favorable tax system, energy supply, etc. (either Dutch or German), 2) the 
attractive park environment modeled after Stockley Park, and 3) the new 
regional railway line making AVANTIS easily accessible. None of these three 
points have proved to be realizable: most firms would not invest on the basis 
of promises but rather, on the basis of guaranteed assets. Only with EUphoria, 
a separate policy discourse was able to emerge which took such points as 
almost already real, namely with reference to the ongoing process of 
European integration.
In line with a number of authors (e.g. Knippenberg, 2004; Knippschild, 
2011; Perkmann, 2007; Popescu, 2011) we also find evidence of a general 
 disillusionment of cross-border cooperation within the INTERREG frame- 
work, that is, cross-border regions have not become new governance levels 
comparable to states or sub-state provinces, regions, counties etc. What we 
add to this diagnosis, however, is that the policy discourse of European 
integration, which includes circuits of money such as INTERREG funding, 
does impact upon local cooperation processes in the sense that it encourages 
public officials to be more progressive (i.e. more ambitious from a cross-border 
spatial development perspective) than would be advisable from the point of 
view of what is legally, politically, and economically possible. The degree to 
which this is the case seems to have decreased (i.e. the fading of EUphoria), 
but we argue that the case of AVANTIS is a good illustration of the general 
argument.
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Not only the stakeholders of AVANTIS are forced to reconsider strategies but 
also in the wider context of EU funded cross-border cooperation, critical 
self-reflection can be observed. Borders have proven to be more persistent 
than expected (hoped for) and subsidies do not convincingly lead to actual 
integration across borders. With the discussion on how or if the INTERREG 
funding scheme should be continued after 2013 looming in the background, 
Euroregions and their constituents reconsider the options. One possibility is 
the adoption of a European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC), a legal 
instrument which provides collaborating local or regional governments with a 
framework to formalize their cooperation. However, in the transboundary area 
of Heerlen-Aachen, this has led to an impasse because the benefits are not 
clear enough as long as one cannot agree on what tasks to endow EGTC with. 
The symbolic meaning of EGTC as the future of cooperation in transboundary 
regions is not readily accepted but, rather, its real possibilities are thoroughly 
evaluated before anything happens; a reality which underscores the absence 
of EUphoria. In the meantime, reconsidering ways in which to attribute 
INTERREG funds, there appears to be a move towards privileging larger 
projects over smaller ones, with the argument of greater impact and visibility. 
The case of AVANTIS, however, may serve as a critical question mark to such 
a strategy.
As a final note, we would like to point to the inherent logics of the discourse 
on cross-border cooperation. One could see it as a relic of the 1990s’ EUphoria 
but also accept the underlying paradox, namely that one requires a border to 
do cross-border cooperation. And the discursive logic is that funding of 
cross-border cooperation, on the condition that it is done in an effective 
way, leads to integration/cohesion. But, taking into account the underlying 
paradox, what such funding actually does is the reproduction of a border.
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Notes
1.  The similar notion of ‘europhoria’ has been coined earlier (Hospers and 
Groenendijk in Prinz et al., 2003) to refer to initial enthusiasm 
accompanying the introduction of the new European currency EURO, 
which was the successor of the virtual ECU.
2.  In the Euroregion Meuse-Rhine, this was the MHAL (Maastricht/
Heerlen, Hasselt, Aachen, Liège) Spatial Development Concept of 1994 
(Peters, 1994).
3.  The concept of EUtopia has been coined before (Nicolaïdis & Howse, 
2002) but, there, refers to the idea of Europe as a civilian power which 
inspires thinkers and politicians globally. In that sense, it bears more 
comparison with the idea of the American Dream (cf. Rifkin, 2004).
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The translation of  
campus development
Kooij, H. J. (forthcoming, accepted with major revisions) 
The translation of campus development in Limburg. 
Tijdschrift voor economische en sociale geografie (TESG).
Abstract
Generally, it is more difficult for regional governments to directly invest in 
specific local developments than for local authorities to do so. Therefore, 
local developments such as science parks and campus developments are 
generally fostered by local governments and are only supported with general 
policy tools by regional authorities. However, there are exceptions, such as 
the Dutch Provinces of Noord-Brabant and Limburg. This paper focuses on 
the latter, as it launched a regional Campus plan in 2011 in which the 
province actively participated in developing real estate. This study tries to 
understand this development by mapping the ‘translation’ of campus 
development across the Province of Limburg. Step-by-step, a private campus 
development in Geleen was circulated and ultimately transformed by the 
Province into a local real estate development. This study concludes that the 
Province’s active participation in real estate was possible only through an 
embedding of campus development within existing regional policy plans 
and future vision of the Province of Limburg.
 Legend
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Past or dormant campus development
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Introduction
In the Netherlands, it is not uncommon for local governments to be actively 
engaged with local developments. Around 80 Dutch cities and municipalities 
are engaged in developing local ‘campuses’ and ‘science parks’ as part of 
their spatial or economic policies (BCI, 2012). However, regional governments, 
such as Provinces, are generally not involved in real estate development. 
If Provinces do invest in local developments, they do so indirectly through 
their regional development companies, such as the Brabant Development 
Agency (BOM) and the Limburg Development and Investment Company 
(LIOF). While Provinces have increased their direct investments over the 
last years, these investments are hardly straightforward as is frequently the 
case for real estate investments. This paper focuses on the Dutch Province of 
Limburg, as it actively co-produced a regional ‘Campus Plan’ displaying a 
great deal of both financial and policy investments in developing campuses 
in the region. In contrast to other provincial authorities that mainly 
participate at the project level on individual campuses and in a somewhat 
passive role, the province of Limburg actively engaged in developing a 
regional campus plan and substantially invested in campus real estate 
(Huisman, 2008). This article aims to explain this remarkable development 
through a historical analysis of the performance of the campus concept in 
Limburg. It does so by focussing on the ‘translation’ of the campus concept 
within the region of Limburg, with specific attention to the policy sphere of 
the Province of Limburg. 
Translation is conceptualized from the perspective of actor-network-theory 
(ANT), drawing upon the work of Callon (1986), Law (1992) and Latour (1986, 
2005). Following ANT, also previously called the ‘sociology of translation’, 
translation is not the same as the unproblematic diffusion of ideas (Latour, 
1986a), but rather a process through which ideas are transformed and 
transported through time and space (Latour, 2005). Thus, translation is the 
circulation, transformation and representation of ‘things’, which also includes 
the orchestration, ordering and resistance of these processes (Callon, 1986; 
Law, 1992). Translations are analyzed by tracing networks, i.e., the 
connections between actors, things and ideas that are mapped by scholars. 
It is these relations that transport the transformations of ideas (Latour, 
2005). Consequently, it is not one idea that is unproblematically transferred 
from one situation to another, but rather a series of translations that are 
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fuelled by the actions of numerous actors (Tait & Jensen, 2007). At the 
outset, the idea might look like the same, but this is only the outcome of a 
translation process that enables one ‘actor’ to speak for another. In ANT, 
both things and ideas are conceived of as actors, hence, actor-network-theory 
(Hendrikx, 2014; Murdoch, 2006). 
The networks of actors can be traced by following the actors and their flows 
(Latour, 2005, p. 237). This focus implies attention to the micro-practices 
similar to Foucault’s focus on power-relations (Murdoch, 2006, p. 74). ANT 
largely builds on Foucault’s relational conception of discourse and on his 
view that power is both productive and omnipresent (Foucault, 1976), but 
ANT extends Foucault’s premature thinking on the role of the material in the 
distribution of productive power (Murdoch, 2006). Consequently, in ANT 
many of Foucault’s methodological tools can be used to study heterogeneous 
networks (Kendall & Wickham, 1999; Latour, 2005; Murdoch, 2006; Tait & 
Jensen, 2007).
To analyze campus policy in the province of Limburg, I historically mapped 
the translations of the campus concept by analyzing policy documents, 
minutes of Provincial States meetings and commission meetings, press 
releases and newspaper articles, all referred to in the text.  I also held 14 
semi-structured interviews with different actors involved in the campus 
plan, including civil servants of the province and officials working on 
particular campus developments, a member of the Provincial Executive, and 
both present and former officials of the regional investment agency (LIOF).
In what follows, I describe the translation of the campus across the region, 
from a private initiative of Dutch State Mines (DSM) towards the public 
embrace of the campus by the Province of Limburg as an important policy 
tool. The narrative covers the years 2005 to 2013 and focuses on the Province 
of Limburg and the networks circulating through it. 
Campus development in Limburg
The start: the Research Campus of DSM in Geleen
Within the Province of Limburg, the notion of ‘campus’ explicitly differs 
from the earlier association with ‘university campus’ and first entered 
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discourse in the plans of Dutch State Mines (DSM) when DSM decided to 
develop a ‘Research Campus’ in Geleen (DSM, 2004b; DSM & LIOF, 2003; 
Netherlands Academy of Technology and Innovation, 2003). This decision 
was a consequence of DSM’s renewed strategy to withdraw from bulk 
chemistry and to focus on ‘life sciences’ and chemical materials, which 
eventually led to the sale of DSM’s petrochemical businesses to Saudi Basic 
Industries Corp (SABIC) in 2002 (DSM, 2013). The Research Campus was 
constructed as a place to open up DSM’s work terrain to ‘techno starters’ and 
the research and development (R&D) divisions of other companies. Opening 
up for other companies was framed as a step forward, but the action was 
mainly a strategy to find new tenants for the site’s vacant real estate, a 
financial problem for DSM (DSM, 2004b; DSM & LIOF, 2003; Netherlands 
Academy of Technology and Innovation, 2003). Until 2005, this real estate 
initiative was essentially part of DSM’s private strategy and - in contrast to 
the developments later in the process - not one that was actively supported 
by the government or other actors. 
 
‘Power clusters’ accelerating the economy of Limburg
In 2005, the Province of Limburg initiated the Versnellingsagenda 
(Acceleration Agenda), an agenda to accelerate economic development and 
innovation in the province. This initiative was spurred by the national 
government in The Hague to ameliorate jobs losses in the province of 
Limburg, the Netherland’s most industrialized region (Taskforce Versnel-
lingsagenda, 2005; Van den Brink et al., 2005). Key to the agenda’s final 
version were three so-called ‘power clusters’: ‘chemistry’, ‘health care & 
cure’ and ‘agro-food/nutrition’. After consultation in the region, another 
‘potential cluster’ was added: ‘new energy’ (Taskforce Versnellingsagenda, 
2005). 
The Acceleration Agenda was framed as a break with the past. Instead of 
expectantly formulating policies and programmes and waiting for the 
national government in The Hague to approve them, the Province of 
Limburg’s new philosophy was to build on its own strengths and to actively 
improve these. This active stance was especially promoted by Martin 
Eurlings, the Provincial Executive for economy. To achieve realistic 
outcomes, Eurlings sought connection with businesses and research 
institutes such as DSM, SABIC and Maastricht University (UM) (cf. Taskforce 
Versnellingsagenda, 2005). 
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This new philosophy was also fuelled by the Province’s recognition of DSM’s 
withdrawal from the region, exemplified by the DSM operation ‘Copernicus’, 
a restructuring operation that included the loss of around 500 jobs in 
manufacturing and support services (DSM, 2004a). This retreat was also 
recognized by the Province’s civil servants, who started to explore how to 
bind DSM to the region. Initially, the provincial civil servants wanted to use 
the cluster development in the Acceleration Agenda to keep DSM in the 
region. From 2006, however, visits to Basel, contacts with Martin Hinoul of 
the Interuniversity Microelectronics Centre (IMEC) in Leuven, and visits to 
the High Tech Campus in Eindhoven made the civil servants realize that 
campus development could play a role in the cluster development.  Thus, in 
2006 the Province’s civil servants took a first step to translate ‘campus 
development’ into existing regional policies and the Acceleration Agenda.
From ‘power clusters’ to campus development
After the 2007 provincial elections, the new Provincial Executives continued the 
Acceleration Agenda and explored the possibilities for campus development as 
the integration of different sectoral policies, such as physical environment, 
labour market, economic policy and innovation policy. The Province’s civil 
servants also continued to explore campus development as part of cluster 
development. Campus development was coupled with the rise of open 
innovation concepts within the industry, a concept that was embraced by 
DSM and Philips in 2003, but the development was also linked to DSM’s 
vacant real estate problems and its problematic retreat from the region. In 
looking for solutions, the civil servants tried to understand what a provincial 
government could do to foster such a campus development.  
The Province’s perspective on campus development was articulated in a 
memorandum for the Economic Provincial Council Commission (Staten-
commissie Economisch Domein) in March 2008 (Provincie Limburg, 2008), 
which was positively welcomed by the Commission (Statencommissie voor 
het Economisch Domein, 2008). The memo was produced by the provincial 
civil servants and the Provincial Executive to shed light upon the matter of 
campus and campus development and to explicitly define the campus 
concept.  The memo was not written for purely semantic reasons because its 
aim was to distinguish between ‘real’ campuses and the ‘ordinary’ industrial 
and business estates that were only using the campus label for marketing 
reasons. Moreover, the memo detailed the Province’s commitment to ‘real’ 
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campuses and to other initiatives that were not considered to be ‘real’. In the 
memo, the Province ‘acknowledged’ two campus developments within the 
region: the ‘Research and Business Campus’ in Geleen and the ‘Health 
Sciences Campus’ in Maastricht (Provincie Limburg, 2008). Other initiatives 
such as Greenport Venlo or AVANTIS in Heerlen/Aachen were not considered 
campuses by the Province because they did not meet the criteria mentioned 
in the memo (cf. Jacobs & Kooij, 2013). In the memo, campus development 
was translated into a node in the networks of existing policies and existing 
initiatives.  
Campus as an ‘open concept’
Two national reports on campus development conducted for the Ministry of 
Economic Affairs (EZ) in 2009 (BCI, 2009; Boekholt et al., 2009) also increased 
the attention for campus development in Limburg. These reports confirmed 
the Province of Limburg’s view on the matter. These confirmations, however, 
came as no surprise to the province, as the provincial civil servants had 
actively contacted EZ and the organizations working on the reports to inform 
them about Limburg’s view and activities for campus development. This 
contact proved to be very productive for the Province because the second of 
the two reports qualified the ‘Research Campus’ in Geleen as a ‘mature 
campus’ of ‘national importance’ and the ‘Maastricht Health Campus’ as a 
campus in its ‘growth-phase’ and ‘potentially of national importance’ (BCI, 
2009). This report extended the network connected to campus development 
in the province to the networks of the national government.
Both reports allowed for the continuation and further translation of the 
campus concept within the province because they were only general 
explorations and assessments of the campus and consequently conceptualized 
the campus as an ‘open concept’. Functioning as an open concept allowed 
multiple interpretations and uses of the campus concept (Kooij et al., 2014). 
The first report also explained the possible roles for governments in campus 
development, without transgressing the European rules concerning State 
aid (Boekholt et al., 2009). According to the report, it was possible for 
governments to assist initiatives through investments in infrastructure 
such as roads, but real estate was considered to be the limit (Boekholt et al., 
2009). Moreover, because the reports were written for EZ and were in line 
with the Province’s view on the matter, the Province could use these reports 
to further prioritize the only two ‘real’ campuses in the province.
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From innovation of the regional economy to real estate 
development
Until 2010, the Province’s commitment to the development of the Research 
and Business Campus was only facilitating, sometimes granting subsidies 
or giving loans for the development of campuses. However, in the political 
process at the end of 2010, the Province’s form of participation changed. The 
Provincial Executive wanted to propose supporting the Research Campus to 
the Provincial States, and the consortium of DSM, UM and the Province was 
working on a master plan for the ‘CHEMaterials’ cluster. The goal was to 
develop the ‘Chemelot Campus’ - as it was now called instead of ‘Research 
Campus’- to become the Euro-regional and international location for 
businesses, education and research organisations in the ‘CHEMaterials’ 
(Wagemans & Przybylski, 2011). 
The province’s shift in support is notable as the shift translated the campus back 
into a real estate development: the Province would contribute 80% of the 
funds for the campus’ real estate while the other two consortium members, 
DSM and UM, would each contribute 10% of the funds, the argument being 
‘market failure’ (Provincie Limburg, 2011a). The members of the Provincial 
States criticized the real estate investments of the Province, because the 
Province, in fact, was financing the solution for DSM’s written-off real estate. 
However, the Provincial Executive counter-argued that if the Province did 
not participate in the real estate of the Chemelot Campus, DSM would 
probably leave the region (Statencommissie voor het Economisch Domein, 
2011).
The campus real estate plans in the provincial states
The Economic Provincial Council Commission and the members of the 
Provincial States had no substantial critique on the campus plans and the 
Province’s financial commitment, an investment of about €65 million. 
However, because none of the parties in the consortium of DSM, UM and the 
Province of Limburg wanted to directly invest in real estate, a real estate 
company was established with the three parties as the only shareholders. 
The Province would participate in 80% of the investments and DSM and 
UM would be responsible for 10% each (Provincie Limburg, 2011c; Staten-
commissie voor het Economisch Domein, 2011).
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What members of the commission doubted specifically about the campus, 
however, was the amount of estimated jobs for ‘knowledge workers’ and the 
consequences for semi- and unskilled workers in the region that the campus 
would bring. Job creation for semi- and unskilled workers was the key 
argument for the Province to invest in the campus plan and -  indirectly -  to 
support companies and research institutes. However, in actuality, these 
arguments were weak and based on projections.  In general, the commission 
members’ doubts were about the project’s goals and assessments, so the 
Provincial Executive decided to monitor and assess the project’s progress 
and thus the consequences for the labour market via a regular reporting 
system (Provincie Limburg, 2011b; Statencommissie voor het Economisch 
Domein, 2011).
The Limburg Campus Plan: the tickets to Limburg’s  
bright future
During the launch of the joint campus plan, the discourse was boosterish 
and entrepreneurial. The ‘Limburg Campus Plan’ was discussed at length in 
the media through joint press releases of the consortium, and it was publicly 
presented to the minister of EZ in The Hague with much media fanfare 
(Provincie Limburg, 2011a), including ‘4D movies’ and interviews with all 
the consortium’s leading figures (e.g. CampusplanLimburg, 2011). In the 
discourse, campuses were translated into a network that would cope with 
the problems of Limburg in a globalizing world. This vision was presented as 
indispensable and as the only alternative for Limburg to have a bright future. 
In 2011, the campus master plans were further translated into business 
plans, and at the start of 2012, these plans were discussed in the Provincial 
States. The Provincial States were asked to approve the Province’s financial 
support for four projects as part of the campus plans. Apart from some wishes 
and considerations of the Provincial States, such as a thorough risk analysis 
and the installation of adequate supervision, the Provincial States approved the 
financing of another €34,650,000.00. Ranging from loans to participations, 
these funds were for the real estate of the Chemelot campus, the participation 
of a new venture fund  (Limburg Ventures II), the development of a Science 
programme and the establishment of advanced shared services on the 
Chemelot site (Enabling Technologies) (Provincie Limburg, 2012a, 2012b). 
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Ultimately, these decisions of the Provincial States, together with the 
internal decisions of DSM and UM, led to the creation of Chemelot Vastgoed 
(real estate) C.V. (Limited partnership) on 16 October 2012, owned for almost 
80% by the Province of Limburg (Provincie Limburg, 2013).
Conclusion
Regional governments find it difficult to prioritize certain local initiatives 
at the expense of others. These choices thus favour a few developments and 
exclude others. For this reason, most Dutch provincial authorities dissociate 
themselves from actively engaging in the real estate of specific campus 
developments (Huisman, 2008) and leave campus development to local 
governments. Local governments can more easily engage in campus 
development because they and campuses in that region are often bound by a 
common interest: strengthening the local economic structure. Yet, regional 
authorities also find it generally impossible to strengthen entire regions 
through regional projects, as shown by the Lisbon Agenda, as they cannot 
avoid picking winners and losers given the finite means and resources of 
regions. Focussing on local developments such as campuses could provide a 
way out of this paradox, but this is not the most natural way for regional 
authorities to work and it is difficult to pursue politically. The key question 
in this article is how this paradox has been overcome in the Dutch province of 
Limburg. The answer lies in the empirical observation that ‘campus development’ 
in Limburg was translated into a network of regional competitiveness and 
innovation necessary for a ‘bright future’ of the Limburg region.  
Initially in 2005, the current DSM Research Campus in Geleen was a private 
real estate development of DSM to counterbalance DSM’s empty real estate 
caused by its switch from bulk chemistry to life sciences and materials. Until 
then, the Province was not engaged in campus development. However, 
through the connections on the management level between DSM and the 
Province of Limburg, the Research Campus was embedded within the 
Province’s Acceleration Agenda, an administrative attempt to remedy the 
province’s stagnant industrial economy. Two phases can be distinguished 
within the process of the Research Campus’ translation into the Acceleration 
Agenda. The first phase began when the campus was made part of the 
Agenda’s cluster development, the so-called power clusters. The second 
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phase started when DSM initiated its Copernicus operation, which triggered 
the provincial government to explore possibilities to better bind DSM to the 
region. This connection was further developed through the more explicit 
attention of the Provincial Executive and the provincial civil servants for 
campus development. This attention was also translated into the 
foregrounding of campus development as it materialized in the renewed 
Acceleration Agenda of 2008. Campus was seen as one of the keys to a more 
competitive economy. 
Important to the further translation of the campus was the widespread use 
of the label ‘campus’ as an ‘open concept’ and the Ministry of EZ’ response to 
the use of the campus label in 2009, both of which caused the ministry to 
commission two reports on campus development. These reports granted the 
Province of Limburg carte blanche to actively engage in supporting a 
selection of campuses. Initially, campus development was thought of as part 
of innovation policy, i.e., as creating the preconditions for cooperation 
between organizations. However, through a policy change by the new 
national government in 2010 towards sector-based policy, new alliances 
were formed between DSM and Philips and the corresponding campuses. 
Through this new constellation of relations, the campus was seen in a 
different light, with a primary focus on the Chemelot Campus in Geleen. 
Moreover, DSM asked the government for substantial investment for the 
Chemelot Campus and threatened to leave the region if these investments 
did not materialize. This eventually led to the Province’s active participation 
in the real estate development of the Chemelot Campus for an 80% share. 
Thus, the Province’s investment contribution was radically different from 
what it was originally meant to be. The Limburg Campus plan was launched 
in 2011, which ultimately translated a material investment of millions of 
euros for the campus into a real estate company, a shared services company, 
venturing funds and science programmes. 
In sum, the campus was translated from a local real estate development by 
the Province of Limburg where it was part of a network of innovation, 
research, employment and the bright future of Limburg, towards projects 
such as a venture fund, shared services, a science programme and ultimately 
(back again) to a real estate investment. 
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Focussing upon the translation of actors such as campus development makes 
it possible to understand the specific and local variations of policies. 
Specifically, it allows us to understand the actors beyond ‘black boxes’ where 
all kinds of initiatives seem to be campuses (cf. Hendrikx, 2014). Instead, 
translation enables scholars to follow actors during their travels and trans-
formations and to map the variations and differences. 
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Chapter 5
Novio Tech Campus
Kooij, H. J., Lagendijk, A., Moonen, A. & H. Peeters (2012) 
Novio Tech Campus door de bril van Assemblagetheorie. 
Ruimte en Maatschappij 4(2): 25-45. 
Translated into English by Peter Griffith
Abstract
Over the past few decades different spatial-economic concepts have been 
developed and tested to make the Dutch regions more attractive and more 
dynamic. Important examples of this development are clusters, learning 
regions, innovative environments, regional innovation networks, valleys 
and campuses.  This article explores the recent trend of campus development 
in the Netherlands by presenting a framework to analyse campus concepts 
and their Dutch practice. In our investigation, we use an open approach that 
has recently received a considerable amount of attention: Assemblage 
Theory. We then explore a specific case of campus development, the ‘Novio 
Tech Campus’ in Nijmegen.  We describe and explain this case’s development 
from the perspective of Assemblage Theory.  In literature, campus 
developments are rejected as ‘mere rhetoric’ or ‘the next hype’.  We conclude, 
however, that the use of Assemblage Theory offers a framework to capture 
the nuances of this development. 
 Legend
Active campus development
Past or dormant campus development
Kennispark Twente
Windesheim Campus Zwolle
Apeldoorn Business Campus
Almelo
Biorefinery Campus Renkum
Achmea Campus Apeldoorn 
Novio Tech Campus
Mercator Science Park
Homburg Campus Cuijk
Polymer Science Park Zwolle
High Tech Systems Park Hengelo
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Introduction
Wouldn’t it be nice if our cities were magnets for companies like Google, 
Apple and Facebook? And that these companies would be part of innovative 
clusters that significantly contribute to the local economic development and 
would also be magnets for well-educated and creative people? And that these 
companies would be located in a beautiful and dynamic setting with modern 
architecture interspersed with parks. That would certainly be more attractive 
than a city with colourless business parks where a patchwork of business 
activities takes place, without cohesion or character, typified by high 
unemployment, run-down neighbourhoods and landscape cluttering/
landscape fragmentation.
But, how do we ensure that our cities can become attractive enough for 
companies, knowledge workers, and creative individuals? This is one of the 
questions that regional and local governments have been struggling with for 
years. Using different means including spatial and economic policy, 
governments are trying to turn the tide and to steer the regional-economic 
development in such a way that their cities become inviting for companies, 
entrepreneurs and workers.
An interesting aspect of this regional-economic development is the 
continual exchange between concept and practice, between ‘discourse’ and 
concrete developments ‘in the region’ (Lagendijk & Needham, 2012). 
Through this exchange several concepts have been assessed in recent 
decades, which have led to numerous local policy and entrepreneurial 
initiatives: science parks, clusters, industrial districts, learning regions, 
innovative environments, and regional innovative networks (Atzema & 
Boschma, 2011; Kooij, 2010; Simmie, 2012; Van Meeteren, 2011). Some of 
these concepts are still very much alive, like the cluster concept that is often 
applied under the heading ‘valley’ (Naus, 2011). In the meantime, other 
terms have made way for new concepts (Lagendijk, 2006). This is how several 
ideas of the Learning Region have been adopted in the debates on the Triple 
Helix (Christopherson & Clark, 2010; Malecki, 2007), or the extensive Dutch 
version of the ‘4 O’s’ (Entrepreneurs, Research, Education and Government). 
Innovative environments have a popular physical variant expressed as 
‘campus development’, the idea to bring together and to stimulate knowledge 
and entrepreneurship on specially equipped high-quality business parks. 
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Such concepts, however, are frequently pushed aside by academics as the 
newest trend or hype that will soon pass (Van Dinteren, 2011; Van Meeteren, 
2011; Zonneveld, 2011).
This article discusses the current trend of campus development in the 
Netherlands with two goals in mind. First, we present a general framework to 
analyse the exchange between concept and practice. We do this using an 
open approach that has recently received considerable attention (for 
example in the special issues of Area, February 2011, and in Dialogues in 
Human Geography, July 2012): Assemblage Theory.  This approach helps us to 
clarify in detail how concepts are assembled, offering a nuanced under -
standing of these concepts without casting them aside as ‘mere rhetoric’. 
We first discuss the background of the assemblage concept and what can 
be understood as assemblage. We then examine two important processes: 
coding and territorialisation, and their recent applications in geography. 
Next, we explore a specific case of campus development, the ‘Novio Tech 
Campus’ (NTC)(Provincie Gelderland, 2012b; Royal Haskoning et al., 2008). 
This campus is currently being developed at the Nijmegen business park 
‘Winkelsteeg’, where NXP (previously Philips) is located (Figure 1). First, we 
will discuss a coding attempt that did not end in a stable assemblage from a 
spatial approach. We then describe a more successful coding attempt from 
an economic approach. We describe and explain this change from the 
perspective of Assemblage Theory.
Assemblage Theory 
This article uses the assemblage approach to analyse the Nijmegen campus 
development and specifically the recent contribution of the philosopher 
Manuel DeLanda (2006). The assemblage concept is especially suited to show 
how a phenomenon develops and operates on the basis of the convergence 
and collaboration of several extremely different components and aspects - 
from strong material to strong discursive. These different aspects form a 
whole and can make or break its operating.  
The idea of assemblage (agencement) was developed by the philosopher Gilles 
Deleuze and builds on his notion of ‘machine’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 1984, 
1987). Deleuze’s concept of assemblage was then developed into a theory by 
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Manuel DeLanda in Delanda’s 2006 book (DeLanda, 2006). Delanda’s theory 
posits that material and social entities, from people to nation states, can be 
approached as assemblages that are constructed through specific historical 
processes in which language plays an important role (DeLanda, 2006). 
Assemblages are not, however, organic totalities (DeLanda, 2006, p. 10; 
Schuilenburg, 2009), but collections of elements that temporarily have 
specific relationships with each other. Assemblages therefore have a strong 
dynamic character because the relations between the elements can 
constantly change but without the individual elements changing.
DeLanda calls these types of relations ‘relations of exteriority’, which is 
essential for his conceptualization of the assemblage concept. DeLanda 
contrasts this with a view of assemblage as an organic totality in which 
‘relations of interiority’ emphatically play a role.  In the case of relationships 
of ‘interiority’, the meaning of the elements, and even the characteristics of 
the elements,  are determined by their roles within the whole. In a system 
vision based on interiority, an element loses its meaning when it is separated 
from the whole (DeLanda, 2006, pp. 10-12). 
Following Deleuze, DeLanda opposes this closed-system thinking and 
prefers the idea of assemblage as an open combination of elements (DeLanda, 
2006; Schuilenburg, 2009, p. 208). If we approach wholes through ‘relations 
of exteriority’, then every part has its own dynamic and thus its own 
contribution - both constructive and destructive -  to the whole, and its own 
developmental trajectories. An example of this is how living organisms 
consist of similar organs (eyes, liver etc.) that owe their functionality to a 
long evolution in continually changing species. This also means, however, 
that parts can always be activated in another assemblage. 
One of Deleuze’s examples of this is the invention of the stirrup (Schuilenburg, 
2009, p. 207). Originally, the horse was a pet and a beast of burden, but 
because of the invention of the stirrup in Asia (800 AD), the horse became 
part of a new way of waging war. Mongolian warriors used the stirrup to lift 
and turn themselves on their horses, allowing them to shoot backwards with 
their bow.  In the feudal period with the development of other weapons and 
new theatres of war, the stirrup was particularly used to offer more grip to 
knights on horseback. With more grip, the knights could fight with a shield 
and lance in formation. (Schuilenburg, 2009). Relations can therefore 
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change without changing the elements. “The relationships between the 
stirrup, horse, weapon and war machine determine the instrument. Not 
vice-versa.” (Schuilenburg, 2008, p. 34).
For our analysis, the process of assemblage is key. The process is explained 
with two concepts:  ‘coding’ and ‘territorialisation’. Coding deals with the 
dominant concepts of ‘frames’ and the ‘scripts’ that indicate how to act to 
create an assemblage. (DeLanda, 2006). In our case, these are the ‘concept’ 
of campus development and its ‘instruction manual’. In a social setting, 
coding plays a role in developing and retaining identity, because coding, by 
naming the how, also clarifies why we have to act. In the example of campus 
development coding would be:  by letting companies collaborate and share 
spaces, we achieve scores of economic advantages for both company and 
city. Coding thus contains expressive components, such as words and 
images. It also contains material components, such as the texts and sites 
with the key messages and instructions, but also things such as physical 
environments where these key messages and instructions are embedded, 
such as consulting agencies, and computer programmes in which the 
messages are converted into automatic protocols. Policy concepts form a 
clear example of coding. These concepts are, in large measure, synthetic. 
Policy concepts are a succinct description of the ‘tall tales’ of problems and 
solutions, of ambitions and fantasies, of how we can achieve a policy goal 
through several steps (Gunder & Hillier, 2007, 2009; Kooij et al., 2014). 
Territorialisation is concerned with the concrete process of selection, 
delimitation, restriction and collaboration of the elements (DeLanda, 2006), 
which is in opposition to the spatial conceptualization of the term in 
geography (DeLanda, 2006; Jacobs & Varró, 2011). Here territorialisation 
deals with the concrete development of policy and projects, and consists of 
bringing together money, ideas, actors and scripts. The challenge of territo-
rialisation is to get a strategy or project going  and to keep it going from the 
ideas and scripts, from the coding and the local translation of the coding, 
and to give it a well-defined place in social reality. Territorialisation means a 
fight to align the characteristics of the different elements with the greater 
whole in order to stabilise the identity of the whole and to reinforce the 
working of the assemblage. If the elements stabilise the identity, then they 
strengthen the assemblage’s boundaries and the internal homogeneity is 
increased. Just like coding, territorialisation has a material and an 
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expressive side. For physical and infrastructural aspects, the emphasis is on 
the material, for the continual management, adjustment and coordination 
of activities the emphasis is on the expressive, and for the organic and 
financial aspects, we find a complex mix of material and expressive. 
When certain elements do not work, they can be uncoupled and replaced by 
other elements. Then we are speaking of de- and re- territorialisation 
(DeLanda, 2006; Jacobs & Varró, 2011; Schuilenburg, 2009). This usually 
occurs with a changing operation and sometimes even a changing identity 
of the whole, which, certainly if it happens in several places, can also 
influence the coding. In this way, the meaning of a concept such as campus 
development can shift. 
The term assemblage has recently been elaborated on in the geographical 
literature by several authors, including McFarlane (Anderson et al., 2012; 
Anderson & McFarlane, 2011; McFarlane, 2009). McFarlane speaks of ‘translocal 
assemblages’, in which ‘translocal’ is used to denote the connection between 
the local and the global. To understand geographical phenomena that arise, 
the translocal assemblage looks at spatial concepts and practices in a rela-
tional-analytical way. The line of reasoning of translocal assemblage can 
bridge two basic aspects of the assemblage approach. On the one hand, it 
deals with the way in which ‘relations of exteriority’ are formed by the global 
circulation of elements such as money, ideas, technology and other sources; 
on the other hand, it deals with the way in which local assemblages are 
formed from a multitude of sources with a multitude of spatial origins. We 
grasp this dynamic principally in terms of geographic networks and the role 
that acting (‘agency’) plays in them (McFarlane, 2009). 
This ‘agency’ is aimed at parts and wholes and results in a collection of 
elements forming a coalition in which the ‘agency’ of each individual 
element is guaranteed as much as possible. However, this also presents a 
problem. In thinking about ‘agency’ as socially disseminated, spatial and 
material, the risk does exist that important actors or important explanatory 
causes are not sufficiently identified. When this happens, the translocal 
assemblage is forced to focus on who or what has the capacity to assemble. 
In this way, assemblage is a phenomenon that is mediated by power and that 
is characterised by relations of stability and continual modifications 
(McFarlane, 2009).
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In the remaining sections of the paper, we will apply the Assemblage Theory 
to further investigate the current developments regarding campus 
formation. The term ‘translocal assemblages’ will help us shed light on how 
one specific development is situated within a multitude of initiatives and 
developments. According to Boekholt et al.. (2009), there is not one campus 
model that can be projected everywhere, but one can definitely learn from 
the phenomenon of campus formation in other cities.  With the help of the 
terms coding (section 2) and territorialisation (section 3), we can more 
closely examine the question to what extent does assemblage actually play a 
role in the Novio Tech Campus. Before we turn our attention to this question, 
we will examine the development of the campus concept. 
Coding the campus concept
 
The campus concept developed at the intersection of two discussions: the 
first on spatial clusters, including ‘valleys’, and the second on high-quality 
business parks, including science parks. Both discussions form a part of the 
debate about the Netherlands as a knowledge economy that has been high on 
the political agenda since the start of the century. Although the Innovation 
Platform and the strategy of ‘Pieken in de Delta’ (Peaks in the Delta) were 
initially the most important drivers (Innovatieplatform et al., 2004; Ministerie 
van Economische Zaken, 2004), this role has been allocated to the strategies 
of the ‘top sectors’ since 2011 (Ministerie van Economische Zaken & 
Landbouw en Innovatie, 2011). Although the latter strategy embraces a more 
sectoral than regional perspective, the clustering of knowledge and business 
remains one of its key objectives. However, there is a difference in sequence. 
Initially, the region was the gateway from which a Peak or Valley was 
developed, such as Food Valley or Health Valley of Brainport. In the new 
situation, the sectors are the starting point from which a spatial network is 
developed. Although this type of network uses one region (province or 
district) as a draw, the network will usually encompass several regions.  
Which meanings (codings) do campuses have in this context? In a report for 
the Ministry of Economic Affairs, Boekholt et al. (2009) define campuses 
using the following characteristics: 
· “A physical location with high-quality immovable property with communal 
facilities;
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· The goal of which is to promote the establishment, growth and acquisition of 
knowledge-intensive companies and knowledge-intensive organisations and 
their mutual collaboration;  
· With an active policy aimed at facilitating R&D and innovation, and the 
exchange of knowledge, people and capital to and between the organisations 
on the campus and aimed at attracting knowledge-intensive organisations 
following the concept of ‘open innovation’[(cf. Chesbrough, 2003)].” 
(Boekholt et al., 2009)
These codings mainly stem from the analyses of existing international and 
national research parks (cf. Boekholt et al., 2009; Huisman, 2008). The most 
important model in the Netherland is, by far, the campus around Philips in 
Eindhoven (Kooij et al., 2014). The development of this campus, however, 
did not exactly follow the ‘rules of campus development’ since the rules, 
after all, did not yet exist, and moreover, campus development was not a goal 
in itself but an organisational and financial necessity. In 1997, Philips began 
developing the Philips Technology Campus in Eindhoven on the former 
grounds of the NatLab. Until that time, Philips’ research departments were 
located at different places in and around Eindhoven. Because these 
departments were housed in severely outdated buildings, they received new 
accommodations on the Technology Campus.  This was, by far, the most 
important reason to concentrate the departments at one location (Kooij et 
al., 2014). Additionally, many claimed, including Van Dinteren, that Philips 
wanted to compensate the region for moving its headquarters to Amsterdam 
by creating the Technology Campus (Van Dinteren, 2009). Initially, the 
campus was accessible only to Philips, but because of the campus’ low 
occupancy, it has been open since 2003 to other companies relevant for 
Philips. Incidentally, the first companies to come to the campus were the 
former departments of Philips or their suppliers. 
The coding (‘framing’) of the campus concept is generally speaking quite 
diverse. In the thinking on the connection between innovation and space, 
strong emphasis is placed on the importance of proximity, spatial interaction, 
and embedding of companies and knowledge institutes in a shared physical 
space. In this way, the concept builds on older concepts such as ‘science 
parks’,  ‘knowledge clusters’, ‘knowledge parks’, and ‘valleys’.  This image is 
supported by several success stories from the classic ‘Silicon Valley’ (Hospers 
et al., 2009) to the recent developments in Eindhoven and Leiden (Huisman, 
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2008). The aspect of interaction is being further developed on the basis of 
the term ‘open innovation’, the idea that within a collaboration, knowledge 
is openly shared and a collective innovation strategy is worked on. The 
physical element is being further fleshed out with ideas about sustainable, 
beautifully designed business parks with good facilities where people enjoy 
working. The last element leads to the concept of  ‘enjoy work’ (Royal 
Haskoning et al., 2008; Van Dinteren, 2007a). 
In 2008 and 2009, several studies investigated the phenomenon of campus 
formation or campus development (BCI, 2009; Boekholt et al., 2009; Huisman, 
2008; Innovatieplatform, 2010; SER Brabant, 2009). In these studies and 
reports, models were distilled from different existing campuses, such as the 
High Tech Campus Eindhoven and the Bio Science Park Leiden.
Boekholt et al. (2009), BCI (2009) and Van Dinteren (2009) also made an 
important contribution to the ‘scripting’ of the campus concept, the other 
side of ‘coding’.  Boekholt et al. (2009) emphasize that the presence of an 
‘anchor tenant’ ensures advantages.  An ‘anchor tenant’ is described as “[a]
R&D intensive organisation with a good reputation and a magnetic effect on 
other companies” (Boekholt et al., 2009). Philips and Leiden University have 
clearly played this role. Boekholt et al. (2009) indicate that a starter’s odds 
of survival will be higher when a knowledge institute is located on the 
campus (Boekholt et al., 2009). Other important mechanisms are a good 
relationship with the municipal authorities, based on long-term vision and 
commitment, investments in collective facilities, focusing and image- 
building (Huisman, 2008; Van Dinteren, 2011). 
The concept’s popularity has led to the creation of several networks that 
contribute to further scripting. The most important vehicle for this is the 
organisation of regular workshops where, for a relatively high registration 
fee, participants are informed about the newest tips and tricks of campus 
development, including the possibilities for subsidies and lobbying for 
investment funds (SBO, 2011; Twynstra Gudde, 2011/2012).  
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Novio Tech Campus in Nijmegen
How did the assemblage around the NTC assemble?  Initially it didn’t 
assemble.  In Nijmegen, the plan to do ‘something’ around NXP had been 
floating around for a while. This is how the plan for Novio Tech Town arose 
about 10 years ago (Gemeente Nijmegen, 2002, p. 2). However, it was not 
until 2008 that these plans became more concrete (Royal Haskoning et al., 
2008). In 2008, a ‘Master plan for the main issues’ was presented for the 
Novio Tech Campus at the initiative of the Municipality of Nijmegen, NXP 
semiconductors (previously Philips) and Oost NV, the regional development 
company of Overijssel and Gelderland (Royal Haskoning et al., 2008). Plans 
similar to the 2008 Master Plan can use different approaches because the 
question arises: is the plan going to focus on economic developments in the 
space or spatial developments within the economy? By far the most important 
approach within the NTC plan was the spatial development, considering the 
broader embedding of NTC’s location in Nijmegen’s urban grid and the wish 
to spatially develop the outdated business park Winkelsteeg. When Philips, 
and later NXP, decided to cut a part of its production, an area became 
available that was equipped with several facilities that could be attractive 
to companies. By using the cluster potential, the municipality wanted to 
promote knowledge development and innovation as well as to improve the 
quality of an important business park in the city.  
The initial coding:  a spatial approach
According to the functional concept of the Master Plan of 2008, the NTC 
would be developed on a part of NXP’s former company grounds (Figure 2 & 
Figure 3). NXP globally develops and produces semiconductors for high 
quality applications and is active in more than 30 countries.  In Europe, the 
company mostly focuses on  ‘Research & Development’ (R&D), within which 
Nijmegen mainly focuses on production. In Nijmegen, about 180 million 
euros is invested in R&D, and with its 1400 engineers working in laboratories, 
Nijmegen is NXP’s largest research centre in the Netherlands (Royal 
Haskoning et al., 2008). With the announced closing of two production 
factories on the NXP grounds, a few buildings became vacant (ICN5 and 
ICN6) and something needed to be done with them.  The situation presented 
the municipality with a dilemma between not intervening - and running the 
risk of the grounds becoming vacant - or redeveloping the area. During the 
time of Philips, a plan to turn the grounds into a campus had been discussed 
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several times, and in 2007, the ball started rolling again because this time 
the municipality of Nijmegen was also interested in the idea. The result was 
the Master Plan in 2008 (Gemeente Nijmegen, 2008).
Located next to the Novio Tech Campus, the FiftyTwo Degrees building 
(FTD) played an important role in the plans of the campus, see p. 88 (Royal 
Haskoning et al., 2008). In 2005, construction was begun on this ‘business 
innovation centre’. The goal in developing this knowledge centre was to 
create an environment in which technology, business and lifestyle would 
merge.  Within this environment, new networks and collaborations could 
develop that would result in innovative ideas and products. In short, these 
networks and collaborations were an attempt to stimulate and to facilitate 
the exchange of knowledge and creativity between product developers, 
knowledge institutes and entrepreneurs (ICE, 2005). Philips Semiconductors 
Nijmegen, now NXP, was initially the main lessee of the office towers, which 
contained office spaces, meeting rooms, conference rooms and exposition 
spaces. In addition to the FTD, it was also the intention to develop ‘leisure’ 
Figure 2    Aerial photo of the business park Winkelsteeg in Nijmegen 
(Municipality of Nijmegen, Kadans, NXP, Oost NV & the 
Province of Gelderland, 2010)
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areas, a hotel and living areas, which would strengthen the campus’ position 
as a technological and innovative junction in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region 
(ICE, 2005).  These plans, however, have not yet been realised.
The master plan’s primary focus was to facilitate companies on the campus 
in two different sectors: the ‘semiconductor’ and ‘health’ sectors (Royal 
Haskoning et al., 2008). The concepts that the NTC designers were striving for in 
their plan had to ensure that the campus would become a space in which the 
exchange of knowledge would be key. Three concepts can be distinguished 
in the master plan that was developed for the Novio Tech Campus: ‘open 
innovation’, ‘science parks’ and the ‘enjoy work’ philosophy. The concepts 
were clearly grafted onto coding from elsewhere (Capello & Morrison, 2005; 
Chesbrough, 2003; Van Dinteren, 2003, 2005, 2007a, 2007b). 
The first concept, ‘open innovation’, was embedded in the goal to create an 
open space with other companies that complemented NXP’s focus with the 
goal of reinforcing the ‘Research and Development’ activities for itself and 
Figure 3    NXP's grounds without the Fif tyTwo Degrees building 
(Penning de Vries, 2010)
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for the other companies. In practice, this amounts to a campus that should 
lead to an environment where people from different companies would have 
the chance to run into each other, or to meet formally, and to exchange ideas 
in order to create new innovative ideas that could be important for both NXP 
and the new companies that would establish themselves on the campus.
The second concept was the ‘science park’ concept. This concept dealt with 
a campus that had a knowledge institute. However, the physical absence of 
a knowledge institute on the NTC grounds was, according to the master 
plan, not important because the campus was aimed at the ‘development’ side 
of ‘Research and Development’. The goal was to create in the future a 
collaboration between the companies on the campus that would lead to an 
Figure 4    Novio Tech Campus in a spatial vision as part of an urban park 
(Royal Haskoning et al, 2008)
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agglomeration of companies that shared the same campus identity and as a 
result would create a shared responsibility with regard to that campus. 
The goal of this concept was to attract the spin-offs that had expanded and 
become too large from the Mercator Science Park on the Radboud University 
campus. These spin-offs could profit from the facilities and the housing 
possibilities offered by the NTC, and they could also continue to use their 
carefully established network because the move would happen within the 
municipality. 
The last concept revolved around ‘enjoy work’, which would attract and keep 
highly educated individuals. These well-educated workers would be needed 
to achieve the goals and to stimulate new developments and the innovation 
of new products. Quality of space would become an important concept that 
would receive increasingly more attention. The employee would be offered a 
broad range of facilities and ‘services’ aimed at relaxation and personal 
development. In the first part of the development phase, this would not play 
a role but  would be focused on later (Royal Haskoning et al., 2008).
NTC’s spatial approach, as shown in the Master Plan 2008, mainly consisted 
of generic codes such as ‘open innovation’, ‘science park’ and ‘enjoy work’. 
These codes, however, remained expressions and did not lead to any 
materiality despite the semiotics of the municipality of Nijmegen, NXP and 
Oost NV. The municipality unveiled the plan to couple the development of the 
NTC to the development of the Nijmegen Top Sport and Innovation Park (TIP) 
near the Goffert football stadium. But even this coupling did not help to 
realize the development of NTC (Gemeente Nijmegen, 2009). 
For several years, plans were revealed and ideas were expressed to implement 
the NTC, but there were not enough elements to stabilise the assemblage. 
The municipality offered reasons why the plans for the NTC were not 
succeeding: the crisis threw a spanner in the works, additional research had 
to be done, several practical issues needed to be sorted out in working 
groups, and several issues proved to be more complicated in practice than 
they were previously thought to be, for example, moving the fencing around 
the NXP. In short, the semiotic side of the spatial approach did not prove to 
lead to any material specifics. In the meantime, the plan’s execution 
experienced more delay and a total failure of the NTC project seemed the 
most realistic outcome.  
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Towards a new coding: the economic approach
Because the approach to the NTC was mostly spatial until then, its economic 
dimension was neglected. The municipality of Nijmegen especially had its 
eye on the NTC’s spatial development and hoped that this development would 
stimulate the rest of the business park to a positive spatial development of 
the entire business park Winkelsteeg (Figure 4). These plans changed when 
the Province of Gelderland became involved in the process of the NTC 
(Provincie Gelderland, 2011). The province’s involvement stemmed from an 
official initiative within the province where they were working on the local 
translation of the idea of Werklandschappen (work landscapes), as was 
formulated by the Council for the Environment and Infrastructure in 2006 
(VROM-raad, 2006). To this end, a symposium was organised on work 
landscapes in the province of Gelderland and a competition was held for pilot 
projects. Municipalities in Gelderland could submit ideas to the province to 
transform a municipal business park into a work landscape. As part of the 
competition, the NTC was selected as one of the three pilot projects. For this 
reason, civil servants from the province of Gelderland became involved in 
the NTC in 2009, but they were at that time only ‘at the discussion table’ 
(Provincie Gelderland, 2011).  
The civil servants from the province soon noticed that the real estate and 
the business economics had received little attention in the NTC plans, and in 
the course of the process, they tried to create more interest in an economic 
approach for the NTC. However, this remained a difficult task because the 
municipality held fast to its spatial programme for NTC until the province 
decided in 2010 to present the NTC plans to the Ministry of Economic Affairs for 
a contribution from the FES funds. These funds were meant for a spatial 
incentive to make a real estate concept possible and profitable. The 
municipality could not do this itself and had to depend on the province for 
this request. After the request was approved at the end of 2010 and the NTC 
would receive 8.6 million euro of FES funds, the province decided to 
contribute 2 million euro more and the municipality 1.5 million euro.  The 
nomination by the province and the award meant, however, that the province 
was in charge of the process around the NTC, and this enabled the province’s 
civil servants to focus  more on an economic approach (Provincie Gelderland, 
2012b, 2012c).
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Territorialisation: a new assemblage develops
And so it happened. The economic agenda became the guiding principle in 
the spatial agenda. This meant that it was not the urban development visions 
for the area around NTC and the TIP that were important, but the 
redevelopment of an old NXP building: building M. This former production 
and research building became an important factor in developing the NTC. 
Building M was located on the NXP grounds and was vacant.  This building 
had a lot to offer to companies in the semiconductor, health or solar sector 
because the research facilities that it already had. The building would be 
named ‘Novio Tech Innovation Center’(NTIC), and it was the intention that a 
cluster of companies would come there, all of which could use the facilities 
such as the laboratories, the clean rooms, and the infrastructure but also 
practical items like a reception area and meeting areas (Gemeente Nijmegen, 
2012; Provincie Gelderland, 2012a, 2012b). 
Redeveloping a building is a practical matter but still something that 
requires financial and organisational efforts. As such, codings, such as 
‘enjoy work’ and ‘open innovation’, were not the most important issues in 
redeveloping building M. The most important was the ownership issue of the 
building and the surrounding grounds. These needed to be acquired but also 
developed and the building had to be exploited. Politically and historically 
speaking, the province could not and did not want to do this. Therefore, a 
construction was devised with the municipality of Nijmegen, PPM Oost (the 
province’s investment company, part of Oost NV) and Kadans Biofacilities (a 
property developer). The construction made it possible to acquire the NXP 
grounds and buildings. This means that the fencing around NXP can be 
moved so that building M, which is located in the middle of the NXP terrain, 
can be accessed from the new train station Goffert, which is going to be built 
(Figure 5).
The province’s financial resources are going to the municipality of Nijmegen 
and to Oost NV/PPM Oost. This will enable the municipality to purchase the 
grounds around the future Goffert train station so that the station can be 
developed. The financial resources for Oost NV/PPM Oost are being funnelled 
through a newly established foundation to the development corporation NTC 
B.V., which will acquire the remaining grounds. The foundation is the sole 
shareholder of NTC B.V. In addition to acquiring the grounds, the development 
corporation is charged with monitoring and further developing the NTC 
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concept. The core of the NTC concept is that a location will be developed for 
the Health and Semiconductor sectors that will  meet each other in an open 
innovative environment to further develop and to innovate each other 
through cross-pollination (Provincie Gelderland, 2012b, 2012c).
Kadans Biofacilities will own building M but will buy only the building from 
the development corporation while they will lease the ground. This means 
that the development corporation is assured of financial resources from the 
lease construction and from the loan to Kadans Biofacilities. In this way, 
the development corporation has the opportunity to organise several 
things such as seminars and the ‘park management, but will also be supported 
by the secondment of existing configurations from NXP, Oost NV, the 
municipality of Nijmegen and the province (Gemeente Nijmegen, 2012; 
Provincie Gelderland, 2012a, 2012b, 2012c). 
Figure 5    Location of building M/Novio Tech Innovation Center, with 
respect to the Goffert station, the FTD building and the NXP 
terrain (Kadans, 2012)
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Conclusion 
Space is the result of processes of circulation and merger. It forms through 
the convergence of ideas, resources and routines, the majority of which come 
from elsewhere.  The convergence is not automatic but asks for local passion 
fed by interests, strategic views and fantasy. The convergence also requires 
hard work, a good deal of patience and perseverance to get everything to 
fit and to connect. To describe and explain this process, this paper uses 
Assemblage Theory, particularly the concepts of ‘territorialisation’ and 
‘coding’. The theory is applied to the recent development of the Novio Tech 
Campus (NTC) and the ‘Novio Tech Innovation Center’ (NTIC) in Nijmegen. 
NTC demonstrates the trend of urban campus formation that has developed 
in recent years. In Nijmegen, this development was started by the Master 
Plan of 2008 using a perspective of ‘open innovation’ and exchange of 
knowledge ‘around the water cooler’.  Building on the coding from elsewhere, 
such as ‘open innovation’, ‘science park’ and ‘enjoy work’, an attempt was 
made to develop a campus through a spatial approach. However, these 
different elements did not end in a stable assemblage, which meant that the 
semiotic side of the spatial approach did not lead to any material specifics.
Recently, a more economic approach has been chosen for campus development. 
With this approach, the development and implementation of the new plans 
for NTC and NTIC have become part of a new assemblage through the de- 
territorialising and re-territorialising of parts of the initially unstable NTC 
assemblage. Elements from the spatial agenda de-territorialised, preventing 
the development of a strong assemblage. A stable assemblage developed 
through the coding of the economic agenda, an assemblage containing 
Building M/NTIC, the province of Gelderland, the Ministry of Economic 
Affairs through the FES funds, Kadans Biofacilities, NXP, Oost NV, PPM Oost, 
the foundation NTC B.V. and the municipality of Nijmegen.  
Where an earlier NTC assemblage chiefly consisted of coding from elsewhere, an 
assemblage had now developed that had not just copied the hype of campus 
development but had formed a new productive whole on the basis of its own 
ambitions. This teaches us that campus development can be more than 
‘rhetoric’ or ‘the next hype’. Indeed, the circulation of codings such as 
campus, ‘open innovation’ and ‘enjoy work’ are often driven by hypes. 
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However, with the right approach and the right method (here designated in 
terms of de-territorialisation and re-territorialisation), these codings can 
also contribute to a stable assemblage. More than that, our example shows 
how generic codings, even with a high percentage of ‘hype’, enable the 
development of new assemblages. Such codings form a cluster point for 
innovative combinations where processes of de- and re-territorialisation 
lead to surprising and strong assemblages. The perspective of Assemblage 
Theory offers thus a way to come to grips with and to precisely map these 
processes. This approach helps to negate the standard caricatures of similar 
spatial-economic concepts and to fruitfully depict them.  
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Chapter 6
Place branding 
and policy tourism
Kooij, H. J. (Submitted to Urban Studies)
Abstract
Through place branding, cities and regions compete to keep and attract 
visitors, businesses and investments, as for example ‘innovation campuses’ 
do. To shape a persuasive place identity, a first challenge is to reconcile the 
cultures of local (business) communities with a variety of external place 
images. Second, the identity of a place has to be shaped in relation to other 
places, which includes both alterity and identity. This paper explores ways 
forward concerning these issues through a conceptual contribution which 
links place branding to policy tourism. Building upon the concepts of 
‘mirroring’ and ‘impressing’, this link yields a capacity to accommodate a 
reflective place identity process. This novel approach is illustrated with a 
case study of policy tourism at Dutch ‘innovation campuses’ which indicates 
that connecting policy tourism with place branding is a promising avenue. 
Key finding is that policy tourism enables the shaping of both place identity 
and alterity. 
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Introduction
Historically, through place marketing, cities have tried to unfold practices 
to retain and attract visitors and investments. After the decline of industries 
in cities such as Glasgow and New York in the 20th century, cities have tried 
to soften the blow by focusing upon tourism and events which led to a 
renewed attention towards place marketing (Ward, 1998). The last decades, 
place marketing evolved into place branding, an approach which tried to 
brand places as a product. However, places are indefinitely more complex to 
brand than products and consequently, place branding practitioners and 
scholars have stressed a turn towards place branding as embedded within 
governance as a way to create a desirable image of a place, see (Anholt, 2009; 
Ashworth & Kavaratzis, 2010; Go & Trunfio, 2012; Hospers, 2011; Van Assche 
& Lo, 2011; Van Assche et al., 2012b). This approach acknowledges the 
various stakeholders within places, the diverse sets of target groups –such 
as visitors, businesses and investments- and the dynamic interplay between 
these interests. Essentially, place branding can be seen as a balancing act 
between the place image of target groups vis-a-vis the place culture of local 
stakeholders (Pasquinelli, 2013). When aimed too much at the external 
groups, local groups might fail to identify with the place brand (Mommaas, 
2004). The balancing act works as a dynamic and continuous process in 
which the images of others are related to the local place culture, which is a 
demanding practice in the case of complex assemblages such as cities and 
regions. Given the wide range of stakeholders, in combination with the issue 
of ownership over a place brand, it is difficult to discern and to understand 
these processes on the scale of cities and places. 
Within regions, particular sites such as landmarks, popular tourist attractions 
or  business districts are used to attract different target groups, as a means 
to overcome these issues. Within knowledge-intensive  regions, sites such as 
science and technology parks are used as a signboard to attract companies, 
investments and researchers (cf. Pasquinelli & Teräs, 2012). In this 
contribution, I label these parks as ‘Innovation campuses’, and I argue that 
these campuses offer a more intelligible situation to understand the 
balancing act between place image and place culture. Innovation campuses 
are demarcated places with a clear ownership structure and organisation, 
aimed at the attraction of and preservation of businesses and (research) 
institutes (see Kooij et al., 2014). Consequently, these organisations use 
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place branding as a means to attract and retain investments and businesses, 
but in contrast to cities and regions, this is done within in a clear ownership 
structure and a more homogenous population of businesses. In this paper, I 
use the innovation campus as a case study to grasp the dynamic interplay 
between local place culture, place identity and place image, as a means to 
understand the balancing acts of branding places and cities. 
An important factor in identifying certain desired and undesired place 
images is the comparison with other places’ images (cf. Jensen, 2007). In 
Czarniawska’s words: “...there is no reason to suppose that the question ‘Who 
am I like?’ is more important than the question ‘Who am I unlike?’ and, even 
more poignant, ‘How am I different?’” (Czarniawska, 2002, p. 15). We know 
that a continuous reflexivity upon the place brand demands more than 
hiring a marketing consultant to perform branding as the fast and highly 
visual place promotion (Ashworth & Kavaratzis, 2010). But how to organize 
such a mirroring of other images? And how to sustain such an reflexive process 
in which both identity and alterity can play a role? In this contribution I argue 
that there are already successful, yet unpolished practices which have the 
potential to serve such a mirroring exercise; practices which are conceptualized 
within geographic literature as ‘policy tourism’. This phenomenon can be 
characterized as ‘normal’ tourism, with the difference that the ‘tourists’ are 
policy officials who visit other places to learn from those place for their own 
policy practice (Cook & Ward, 2011; González, 2011).  
In this paper, I first conceptually link the ideas on place branding with the 
concept of policy tourism via the notion of place identity. Secondly, I 
illustrate this conceptual relation through a detailed case study on policy 
tourism in the Netherlands to ‘innovation campuses’. I conclude that policy 
tourism has potential for a realistic place branding, as a continuous process 
which helps in understanding identity and alterity. 
  
Place branding, place identity and policy tourism
Place branding
Recent contributions among place branding scholars have argued for an 
approach towards place branding beyond the somewhat myopic advertising 
campaigns of cities and regions based on traditional marketing techniques, 
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see (Ashworth & Kavaratzis, 2010; Hospers, 2011; Pasquinelli & Teräs, 2012; 
Van Assche, Lo, et al., 2012). In response to the temptations of cities and 
regions to use these techniques, many scholars argue that a more effective 
place image can be created through place branding instead of mere place 
marketing (Ashworth & Kavaratzis, 2010; Go & Govers, 2010; Pasquinelli & 
Teräs, 2012; Van Assche & Lo, 2011). Indeed, according to Ashworth and 
Kavaratzis: “The obvious desire of practitioners is to use branding as a fast 
cheap effective and highly visual panacea to all problems and their everyday 
challenges” (Ashworth & Kavaratzis, 2010, p. 235). Also place branding 
practitioners such as Simon Anholt and Jeremy Hildreth argue for a more 
thorough approach towards the creation of successful place images, through 
an understanding of the existing image of a place vis-a-vis the desired or 
possible image of a place as a first step in the branding process (Anholt, 2009, 
2010; Hildreth, 2010). 
The diverse backgrounds of academic scholars engaging with place branding 
is the cause for a multitude of interpretations of place branding, with the 
resulting academic discussions on concepts such as place brand, place image 
and place branding (Anholt, 2009, 2010; Ashworth & Kavaratzis, 2010; Go & 
Govers, 2010; Pasquinelli & Teräs, 2012). I adhere to an interpretation of 
place branding as an ongoing activity, necessarily embedded within 
governance,  with the aim to create and sustain an identification process 
among diverse stakeholders in which a diversity of place images is possible, 
before any type of communication or promotion technique is being deployed 
to brand such a place image (Anholt, 2009; Ashworth & Kavaratzis, 2010; Go 
& Govers, 2010; Van Assche & Lo, 2011; Van Assche et al., 2012b). This means 
that place branding is necessarily about making choices, but also about 
adapting to new developments –both internal and external- to prevent the 
creation of a monolithic and consumer-oriented representation of a place 
(cf. Greenberg, 2000; Jensen, 2007).  
Place branding as part of governance implies first and foremost attention 
towards the identity of a place from a local perspective. Consequently, place 
branding can be seen as community development with participation of local 
stakeholders (cf. Ashworth & Kavaratzis, 2010, p. 7; Hospers, 2006, p. 1031) 
and aimed at the collection and analysis of identities of a place from the 
perspective of the local community (Eshuis & Edwards, 2013). Thus, an 
‘unreal’ branding of places can be prevented (Hospers, 2006, p. 1031). Unreal 
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images might not only harm the credibility for target groups, it might also 
harm the identification of local communities with a place (Mommaas, 2004). 
To give an example, the Dutch Arnhem-Nijmegen region was labelled ‘Cool 
Region’ to highlight the “stylish, young and contemporary” image of the 
region and was used in a strategy to attract foreign visitors and entrepreneurs 
(Stadsregio Arnhem Nijmegen, 2009). Some parties within the region 
associated “Cool region” with the ambition to become the local ‘Silicon 
Valley’ (De Gelderlander, 2008). It was a deliberate strategy not to link up 
with the existing ‘Valley’ brands in the region, e.g. ‘Food Valley’ or ‘Health 
Valley’ (Stadsregio Arnhem Nijmegen, 2009). Externally, the brand name 
proved to be a success: foreign visitors frequently used the related web portal 
and even peers saw it as a great success. Internally, there was a lack of 
commitment with regard to the name “Cool region”. Every plan of the “Cool 
region” working group was smothered by the perpetual discussion 
concerning the brand name of the region in the steering committee. Rather 
than using the brands as communicative vehicles for debating the region’s 
future, they became the objects of loyalty debates: ‘are we Food or are we 
Cool?’ (De Gelderlander, 2010).
This example illustrates that place branding should be more than place 
marketing in order to have a long-term perspective. Therefore, place 
branding has to be embedded in governance to do justice to the inherent 
political nature of place branding. But also taking stock of exiting images of 
places and mapping what images are strived for can be considered as highly 
political (cf. Clegg & Kornberger, 2010; Hildreth, 2010; Pasquinelli & Teräs, 
2012). Therefore, it needs to be part of an ongoing governance process which 
is both open to new ideas and to new players (cf. Pasquinelli, 2010). Of course 
it is hard to organize an open arena -à la Habermas- in which alternative 
visions for the identity of a place can be expressed, but at the same instance 
such an opening up might help the place’s capacity to adapt (Van Assche et 
al., 2014; Warnaby & Medway, 2013). 
To align the image of a local community of a place with the branded image is 
difficult to achieve, as is testified by Eshuis et al. (2013). Their analysis of a 
recent survey among Dutch public managers in place marketing suggests 
that managers face several obstacles in the marketing of their place. One of 
the most prominent problems according to this study is the ability to reach 
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and affect the target group (Eshuis et al., 2013, p. 512). Also, these managers 
perceive insufficient impact of the place brand upon the governance of the 
territory (such as spatial plans, developments, rules and regulations) (Eshuis 
et al., 2013, p. 514). Their study is based upon a survey among 274 managers 
and consequently lacks a thorough insight into the details and explanations 
of these observed problems, but nevertheless, their study indicates the 
importance of embedding place branding within local governance processes 
and instead of being part of a separate department within the administration 
of a place. Also, their study alludes to the importance of agreement on a 
place’s identity by local organizations and it is towards this challenge that 
we turn to in the next section. 
Place identity, place image and place culture
Conventional approaches to place branding view place identity as a static 
entity, an inherent stable feature of a place that can be used to distill a place 
image which then can be branded. In this view, place identity is just the 
outcome of a decision instead of a dynamic process (Kavaratzis & Hatch, 
2013). The problem with such an approach is that it considers places as simple 
products and thus neglects the inherent dynamics of places. Drawing on 
Kavaratzis and Hatch, I argue that a possible solution to this problem is to 
distinguish between place identity, place culture and place image 
(Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013). Conceptually, place identity can be regarded as 
the mediator between place culture and place image. A place identity is 
continuously constructed and reconstructed from within and from outside. 
The continuous shaping of the place identity from within is performed by 
place culture, i.e. the local culture(s) of a place. The external force working 
upon place identity is the place image, i.e. the images outsiders have of a 
place. Thus, the internal and external dynamics working upon place identity 
can be regarded as two sides of the same coin (see also Hague & Jenkins, 
2004, p. 6; Van Assche, 2004, pp. 164-214). 
Naturally, this is a simplified conceptualization of the dynamics of place 
identity, much more can be said about place, culture and identity. Places are 
and remain inherently complex and dynamic by their very nature, but that 
goes beyond the scope of this contribution (cf. Warnaby & Medway, 2013). 
What is important however, is that conceptualizing place identity as a 
mediator considers place identity as a dynamic process instead of the result 
(Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013). This aligns well with a perspective of place 
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branding as an ongoing process being part of governance. Simply put, we can 
conceptualize place culture and place image as illustrated in Figure 6 
(Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013):
In this simple scheme, place identity mediates the aggregate of identities 
from ‘inside’ a place and from ‘outside’ a place. However, this is how the 
identity process of a single place is conceptualized, but as stated above, a 
place identity is not only constructed in an empty universe, but in relation to 
other places. The relations between places can be diverse, stretching from 
identity to alterity, with effects in both directions. Key in the relations 
between places is ‘mirroring’, the process though which identity mirrors 
images of others.  Through mirroring, a place image of one place will be 
related to another place’s identity, which might eventually also affect a 
place’s culture through a process of ‘reflecting’ (Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013). 
Schematically, this can be grasped in Figure 7 (cf. Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013):
Mirroring can serve as a means to better understand one’s place identity or 
as a means to reinterpret the identity of one’s places. Mirroring always plays 
an implicit role within regular governance processes, but through a place 
branding effort it can be mobilized in order to improve the place identity 
process. Another important process in relating places’ identities is the 
Figure 6    Conceptualization of place culture and image  
(after Kavaratzis, 2013)
Figure 7    Mirroring and impressing of place identities   
(after Kavaratzis, 2013)
place culture ↔ place identity ↔ place image
place culture ↔ place identity ↔ place image
Mirroring                                                       Impressing
place image ↔ place identity ↔ place culture
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presentation of one’s place identity, or as Kavaratzis and Hatch call it, 
‘impressing’, i.e. the process through which an expressed place identity 
leaves impressions on others (Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013).
 
This scheme can be illustrated with the example of the city of Eindhoven in 
The Netherlands. Eindhoven was historically an industrial city associated 
with Philips and the manufacturing of light bulbs and with DAF, a car and 
truck manufacturer. These industries were severely hit around the 1990s 
and the regional economy sought to diversify and to transform from one 
focussed upon industrial production towards a research and development 
economy. During the next 15 to 20 years this shift occured, but the image of 
Eindhoven was still the industrial image of ‘Philips light bulbs’ and ‘DAF 
trucks’. Rein Welschen, the major of Eindhoven from 1992-2003, and other 
leading managers of both the university and chamber of commerce, 
recognized this obsolete image mirroring other regions such as Munich and 
Silicon Valley, and contended that Eindhoven should focus upon both 
technology and design (Van der Meer et al., 2008). Together with leading 
figures from research and industry, he initiated and continued programmes 
to guide this transformation. After  Rein Welschen left office, these activities 
were  continued and later institutionalized in a regional entity that was 
responsible for the strategy of the region and the branding of it. Eindhoven 
became part of a new regional image: Brainport (Van der Meer et al., 2008). 
The Philips High Tech Campus along the highway in Eindhoven was an 
important signboard for the new image of Eindhoven and Brainport, 
particularly when it opened up for other companies, exemplified though the 
new name High Tech Campus, without the prefix of Philips. In combination 
with activities such as the Dutch Design Week, the Dutch Technology Week 
and the Design academy, Eindhoven and the Brainport region were able to 
impress and thus alter the image of Eindhoven from light bulbs and trucks 
toward technology and design (Havermans et al., 2008; Van der Meer et al., 
2008).
In this example, mirroring was initially part of the regular governance 
practices, and this was in fact furthered through the installation of a 
professional organisation aimed at the economic development and branding 
of the whole region. The impressing was first done implicitly through the 
implementation of the transformation programmes. After the first successes, 
the region recognized the importance of impressing and initiated conscious 
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efforts to leave impressions upon others, for example through inviting 
nearly all delegations to the High Tech Campus, the well-designed and 
flagship innovation campus of the Netherlands.
The processes of both mirroring and impressing can be consciously employed 
within a place branding effort in order to accommodate an identity construction 
process which goes beyond a simple ‘copy and paste’ of identities and instead 
focuses upon a process of identity and alterity construction. The question is 
how to organize an identity construction process in which identities are 
mirrored and reflected upon and through which place identities can be better 
distinguished. Place branding practices could be seen as one of the elements 
facilitating these processes (cf. Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013), but in order to do 
this in a focussed manner much can be learned from ‘policy tourism’ and the 
organisation and governance of it.  In the next section, I introduce and 
elaborate upon policy tourism, after which I link policy tourism to place 
identity processes.
Policy tourism
Policy tourism is a notion to capture the diverse ways in which policy crafters 
and policy-makers engage in visiting ‘best practices’, fact-finding trips, 
study visits and exchange programs. These trips are a common feature of 
contemporary governance and within urban geography they have been 
studied to grasp the impact these trips have on the making of policies (Cook 
& Ward, 2011, p. 2523; González, 2011). 
Sara González studied urban policy tourism to Bilbao and Barcelona and 
described a host-network - similar to normal tourism - consisting of hosts, 
guides, experts and trip organizers that provide routes and itineraries for 
international policy delegations visiting Bilbao and Barcelona for their 
‘successful’ urban transformation. She concluded that members of these 
delegations believe that the direct transfer of policy models –as in ‘copy and 
paste’- is difficult, and that the purpose of policy tourism lies in policy 
learning, but also in “reassurance, comfort and legitimacy” (González, 2011, 
p. 1411). In their study of Manchester, Cook and Ward demonstrate that visiting 
other places is an important learning technique within policy networks. 
According to them, “[b]eing there...[, g]aining a ‘firsthand’ sensory under- 
standing of how things actually look and work ... is still valued by those in 
the business of urban policy-making” (Cook & Ward, 2011, pp. 2531-2532). 
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These findings suggest that physically visiting another place is an important 
form of providing legitimization for policy-making ‘back home’. These policy 
tourist are the ‘visitors’. The ‘hosts’, however, have other incentives to 
welcome groups of policy-crafters and policy makers. According to McCann 
(2013), being the host of these kind of tourism trips should rather be seen as 
‘policy boosterism’, a way to boost the city’s reputation, e.g. ‘Vancouverism’ 
(McCann, 2013). He also states that there is of course “a genuine conviction 
among most policy boosters that, by telling stories of their successes, they 
can improve the governance and planning of cities and regions across the 
world” (McCann, 2013, p. 9). Whether or not the intentions of the host should 
be considered as ‘just being a host’ or ‘boosterism’ should be empirically 
observed, but one of the effects of being a host is of course an increased 
visibility among peers. However, being the host of policy tourism also offers 
a chance to provide opportunities for mirroring and it is towards this link 
that we turn to in the next section.
Place identity and policy tourism
Within both place branding and policy tourism we can distinguish between 
the ‘visitors’, ‘hosts’ and ‘facilitators’. Empirically, these roles might be 
different during occasions, and even during one occasion these roles might 
change, but conceptually it is helpful to distinguish these roles. These roles 
can be linked to the processes of mirroring and impressing, see Figure 8.
First, policy tourist can be linked via the process of ‘impressing’, because the 
places visited leave impressions on the policy tourists, thus shaping the 
place image of the visited place. Naturally, the policy tourist are themselves 
Figure 8    Conceptualization of place identity and policy tourism
Visitors
place culture ↔ place identity ↔ place image
Mirroring                                                        Impressing           Facilitators
place image ↔ place identity ↔ place culture
Hosts
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also from a place with a place identity, and consequently, their image of the 
destination place will be mirrored with their own place identity. Second, via 
‘mirroring’, through which hosts receive feedback upon the identity of their 
place. Whether this feedback will lead towards a reinterpretation of the 
place culture through a sub-process of ‘reflecting’ has to be empirically 
observed, also depending upon the local governance context. Third, the 
result of the mirroring and impressing processes can also have another and 
more subtle result, namely providing an understanding what it is that policy 
tourist are actually doing ‘back home’, how it is organized and how its 
governance can be improved. Thus, policy tourism is not so much about 
providing legitimacy, but is also a way to understand one’s own context and 
identity and how to govern such a identity process. Analogous to 
Czarniawska’s claim that alterity and identity form the self, mirroring and 
reflecting are processes which are important activities in the governance of a 
realistic place identity (Czarniawska, 2002, p. 15). In the next section, I 
illustrate the potential of policy tourism for a reflexive understanding of a 
place’s identity and its organisation with the case of innovation campuses in 
The Netherlands. 
Policy tourists visiting innovation campuses
I studied policy tourism during a series of network gatherings and 
conferences on the subject of ‘campus development’ and ‘innovation 
campuses’ in the Netherlands. There are different interpretations of the 
concept of the campus, especially in the Netherlands, but an innovation 
campus can roughly be seen as a technology or research park. Generally, 
these parks are aimed at creating some sort of synergy through co-location 
of businesses, universities, research institutes and multinationals with a 
large research and development division. Essentially, the practice of 
co-location and the creation of synergy is already some decades old given the 
establishment of Stanford Industrial Park in 1951 (Saxenian, 1996). 
Following the success of Stanford Industrial Park there have been numerous 
initiatives to establish similar parks around the world, even resulting in an 
International Association of Science Parks and Areas of Innovation (IASP) 
with almost 400 members, its own statistics and conferences (IASP, 2013). 
Since the 1980s, many academic studies have been carried out to investigate 
the phenomenon and effectiveness of science and technology parks 
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(Albahari et al., 2010; Squicciarini, 2008). These campuses are well suited to 
explore place branding in more detail, since they try to attract particular 
tenants such as start-up companies, research and development departments 
and research institutes with a particular focus, and consequently these 
campuses try to assess which tenants contribute to their carefully selected 
identity. Defining their identity is important to the campuses and their 
organisation is surveyable, with a well-defined governance.  
Despite all these knowledge and institutions, there have been issues in the 
Netherlands around the naming and set-up of these parks in the light of 
government policy2 (Kooij et al., 2014). Some of the effects were the organization 
of conferences and the establishment of a network of professionals who were 
involved with the development of these kind of parks. The conferences and 
networks were organized by commercial businesses but the participants of 
these events, as I call them, were mainly from public or semipublic organizations, 
such as municipalities or colleges or universities. These events were almost 
always hosted at an innovation campus and mostly included a study tour 
over the innovation campus, including the visits of labs, education buildings 
and research buildings. 
To grasp the phenomenon of policy tourism I studied the following events:
· Wageningen, ‘Campus Wageningen University’, 6 December 2011
· Eindhoven, ‘High Tech Campus’, 14 &15 December 2011 
· Amsterdam Zuid-As, ‘Holland Financial Centre’, 7 February 2012.
· Amsterdam, ‘Science Park Amsterdam’, 20 September 2012
· ‘Utrecht Science Park’, ‘Amsterdam Science Park’, ‘Wageningen University 
Campus’, ‘Nederlands Beste Congrescentrum Nieuwegein’, 21 & 22 
November 2012
My participation differed between these events and during these events, 
mainly due to the setting of the event or because I wanted to observe more 
closely what happened in the interaction between participants. At some 
events I was mainly observing and having short conversations with 
participants, but at other occasions I even presented my own research on 
2  For the sake of clarity I call all different forms of these parks ‘innovation campus’, despite 
the fact that in reality they might be labelled ‘science park’ or ‘tech campus’. 
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campus development. I recorded my presentations and the following questions 
and discussions in order to be able to focus upon my role as active participant. 
During other events and activities I was able to make observations and to 
take field notes. To gain a deeper understanding of the experiences of the 
participants I also carried out short interviews with them during the events. 
I also took pictures, spoke with organizers and the hosts of the events in 
order to grasp their perspectives. Additionally, I carried out longer semi- 
structured interviews with participants to get more detailed information 
about the activities that were employed concerning their own campus 
development in relation to what happened at the events. I refer to the 
observations and interviews in the text, but in order to maintain the 
anonymity of the participants, I do this as ‘P1’, ‘P2’, etc. The names and 
affiliations are known to the author and can be shown on demand. In the 
following section, I describe the venue and character of the events that I 
studied.
Policy tourism destinations 
Wageningen, 6 December 2011. 
A consultancy organized an event focussed on the subject of both campus 
and cluster development, hosted on the campus of Wageningen University. 
This was a small-scale event with presentations, questions and short 
discussions. The around 20 participants had to pay for the event or were 
supposed to present something. Mainly, the participants were from local 
governments involved in campus or cluster development, but there were also 
professionals from campus organisations and also a handful of participants 
from universities and applied colleges.  
Eindhoven, 14 and 15 December 2011. 
A two-day event was hosted at the High Tech Campus in Eindhoven by a 
company specialized in organizing seminars and events for governments 
and businesses. Over 100 professionals joined the lectures, workshops and 
debates, all dedicated to the subject of campus development. Lectures or 
presentations were given about campus development and there were work- 
shops in more intimate settings where participants could interact with 
presenters. The professionals presenting had a varied background, some of 
them were working at an organisation currently developing a campus, some 
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worked at a consultancy, some at real estate firms, others worked at universities 
or academic hospitals. There were also policy officials or politicians from all 
sorts of governmental institutions, and there were scientists who researched 
one or another aspect of campus development. There were also professionals 
from applied colleges and student housing organisations. 
Amsterdam Science Park, 20 September 2012.
A consultancy organized an event focussed on the subject of valorisation, 
innovation and cooperation within campus and cluster development, hosted 
on Science Park Amsterdam. This was a small-scale event with three 
presentations accompanied with questions and parallel interactive session 
on proximity, motives for cooperation and the role of catalyst of the 
government. Mainly, the 20 participants were from local governments 
engaged with campus development, but there were also professionals from 
campus organisations and also a handful of participants from universities 
and applied colleges, and a large share of the participants were the same as 
during the event in Wageningen in December 2011.
Utrecht, Amsterdam, Wageningen and Nieuwegein, 21 & 22 November 2012. 
The same organisation which organized the event in Eindhoven in 2011 
arranged a campus tour along three campuses in the Netherlands, and 
additionally another day of seminars and presentations the day after. During 
these two days there were around 60 professionals from a wide range of 
organisations such as local governments, campus organisations, real-estate 
consultants and developers, universities, students housing organisations 
and others. This event was actually a series of small events on three campuses 
and a conference location
In the next section I present the most striking results of these participatory 
observations and interviews. The presentation is focused upon the two 
sub-processes of mirroring and impressing in order to understand the relation 
between policy tourism and place identity. Furthermore, I present the role of 
a variety of activities associated with place branding and governance. For 
analytical purposes I present these section separately, but in everyday 
practice these processes find place simultaneously in a rather ‘messy’ manner 
(cf. Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013, p. 82). 
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Mirroring
Mirroring was especially important to the participants hosting an event or 
presenting one’s own innovation campus. Comments upon the narrative or 
tour over the campus were sometimes expressed informally, but also during 
workshops or discussions. To receive feedback was one of the most important 
reasons for participants to host an event or give a talk about their own 
innovation campus. For example, a speaker was mainly drawn to an event 
to receive feedback upon the story of their own campus development (P1). 
According to a host of a campus tour: “...it is nice to get positive feedback. If 
you’re in the middle of the development process [of the innovation campus] 
you easily lose sight of the achieved results...We thought it was an instructive 
and interesting meeting...” (P2). What was particularly insightful for the 
host was the feedback to see their innovation campus as a physical and 
relational node in wider networks, instead of solely focussing upon what 
happened upon the innovation campus (P2). 
Comments given during workshops and after presentations helped in the 
process of mirroring, in particular to put developments into perspective. For 
example, during a presentation on the branding of an innovation campus 
with the help of successful companies (by P4) one of the other participants 
commented on the problems of incorporating highly successful companies 
within the place identity of the innovation campus: “the problem with 
success stories ... is that they leave the campus” (P2). 
Mirroring could also be organised by visiting another place. A manager of an 
innovation campus stated that “to assess their progress, they benchmark their 
own development vis-a-vis other campus developments in the Netherlands”. 
To quantify their progress, the innovation campus organisation scored their 
progress on a number of points in reference to other innovation campuses, 
ranging from the presence of top knowledge, the fullness of their knowledge 
‘eco-system’ to the accessibility of the campus (P3). 
In particular the ideas of an ‘eco-system’ and ‘DNA of a campus’ as a lens to 
analyze and assess the progress and identity of the campus was highlighted 
by professionals as a way to distinguish the innovation campus from other 
campuses and other estates (P3, P4, P5). Accordingly, every innovation 
campus would have an unique DNA, which had to be analyzed and mapped in 
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order to distinguish the identity of the campus. The officials reporting on or 
presenting their innovation campus clearly articulated the identity of their 
campus through this approach, which was also reflected upon and affirmed 
by consultants present at the presentations. Accordingly, a campus called 
‘life science campus’ would not be specific enough, for: “what is ‘life 
science’?” (P6, P7). This mirrored the fact that these campuses were on the 
right track, with having a focussed place identity instead of a broad an 
general identity. Innovation campuses which were in their idea or start-up 
phase picked up this message and consequently started to identify the 
strengths of their own place in a focussed and specific manner (P8), which is 
also a process of impressing.
Impressing
Impressing is a process which is closely intertwined with visibility. This can 
be done though hosting an event and by giving a tour or exposé about an 
innovation campus. Consequently, the first way to leave impressions on 
other relevant peers is by inviting policy tourists on the innovation campus. 
Usually, this was done by established innovation campuses, such as the 
campuses in Amsterdam, Wageningen, Utrecht, and Eindhoven (see BCI, 
2009; 2012 for a ranking of the campuses in the Dutch context). Key to such 
an event was a tour over the innovation campus, visiting the exterior of 
the campus but also visiting the individual buildings, such as research 
and development departments. The technicians wearing laboratory coats 
appealed to the imagination of the policy tourists and alluded to the 
innovativeness of the campus (P10, P1, P11). Moreover, the visitors needed 
to be taken seriously and this was demonstrated through the fact that high 
officials, such as aldermen, member of the executive board of an university 
or college, welcomed the policy tourists (P16, P17). 
If the destination of the policy tourists was not one’s innovation campus, a 
second option was to present one’s campus during a presentation, using 
movies or images, or during a panel discussion. Through displaying the 
richness and completeness of the innovation campus, officials staged their 
campus as a successful development, and through giving real-life examples 
of their branding and governance practices they raised the bar for the policy 
tourists (P9, P10, P4, P2, P3). Professionals of campus organisations left 
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stronger impressions on the policy tourists through discussing the daily and 
mundane practice of governing an innovation campus than by simply stating 
that they were a successful campus organisation (P9, P4). Giving a realistic 
account of their problems in the attempt to organize an innovation campus 
with a recognizable identity, including the problems they encounter and the 
failures they had in the past, made the image of the innovation campus more 
credible and consequently more impressive. 
Another way observed to get one’s identity across to others was by letting 
‘someone else’ do the talking about ‘your’ innovation campus. Using a straw 
man might seem a step too far, but inviting consultants or accepting requests 
from researchers or policy officials from the national government helped in 
spreading the message and increasing the visibility of the place (P6, P7, P12, 
P13, P14, P15). Whether this visibility led to a positive image remains to be 
seen and depended upon the interpretation of the intermediary –whether 
the place was perceived as successful or as a failure- and the narrative in 
which the place’s image was evoked. 
Organizing the identity processes
There were two levels discernible within the governing of identity processes 
as described above. First, there was the organisation and facilitation of 
policy tourism as a means to mirror and impress place identities. Second, 
there were branding activities, embedded within governance, which 
facilitated the identity process of a certain place. 
The former was facilitated through consultants and commercial organizations 
specialized in organizing events. According to one of these: “There is a great 
need to test each other’s practices and to explore new methods of working. 
Issues connected with campus development” (P18). Other organizations 
arranged events and conferences on actual themes, in this case being 
‘campus development’, but also campus tours. There were different reasons 
to organize these events depending on the kind of organizations. Consultants 
tried to explore the needs of potential customers, the policy officials of 
governments, and also tried to showcase their knowledge and skills on the 
subject; a kind of ‘warm acquisition’. Organizations specialized in organizing 
events were interested in attracting as many participants as possible 
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through creating an attractive program for them. Both types of organizations 
tested and changed programs, types of activities and invited different 
speakers throughout the years in order to attract as many participants as 
possible. Through evaluations they gained an insight in the problems facing 
the participants at their organizations and they gained an understanding 
of the appreciation of the activities that they organized. In general, 
participants were satisfied with events on campus development at an 
innovation campus (P19, P20). They hoped to learn much about solutions for 
problems they faced themselves, but mainly they wanted to breathe in how 
innovation campuses were developed elsewhere and they wanted to compare 
with other development processes at innovation campuses (P20, P21, P22). 
The latter was facilitated through consultants, not necessarily marketing 
consultants, but more general governance consultants. Consultants played a 
role in the communication of place images to and from places though their 
daily practice of advising different private and governmental organizations. 
They facilitated the mirroring and impressing processes through the 
narratives about other places during the events. Moreover, they provided 
step-by-step plans for the creation of an unique identity, or in their terms, 
for the creation of an “unique value proposition” through the analysis of 
specific technologies present at an innovation campus and through a 
selection of the relevant target groups (P6, P7, P23). As such, they facilitated 
the branding process of places though the mapping of assets and the 
benchmarking of these assets, but they did not contribute to the local 
identity building process per se.
Conclusion
In a world dominated by place competition, a key challenge for cities and 
regions is to attract and keep people, resources and investments. But how to 
become ‘a place to be’? Through place marketing and place branding, cities 
have tried to shape a positive brand image of their city, and for a while now 
cities have recognized that this place image has to be realistic and has to 
match a place’s identity. Next to the internal mapping and aligning of a place 
culture to frame a place identity, a mapping of other places’ identities is 
helpful to create a distinguishing place identity. I argue that central to the 
construction of a realistic place identity is a focus on both identity and 
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alterity, which has to be addressed continuously. This contribution provides 
a possible solution for the organisation of such a mapping of other places’ 
identities and the comparison of one’s own place identity in a orchestrated 
manner. A useful practice is ‘policy tourism’, currently a haphazard practice. 
Place branding has much to gain from policy tourism. Both practices can be 
understood in terms of ‘hosts’, ‘visitors’ and ‘organisers’. This conceptual-
ization makes it possible to link the insights of policy tourism to the practice 
of place branding, and in particular to the organisation of a reflective place 
identity construction process. In the construction of place identities, both 
‘mirroring’ and ‘reflecting’ play a crucial role to form a balanced and realistic 
place identity. Identity and alterity can only be shaped through relating 
place identities of different places.
The case of policy tourism at innovation campuses in The Netherlands gives 
some clues for the organisation of a place identity construction process. 
During the visits at innovation campuses, policy tourism played a role in 
creating a possibility for campus developers to mirror and showcase their 
innovation campus. Through visiting, policy tourists were able to get an 
insight into how it was done elsewhere (cf. Cook & Ward, 2011), but they also 
gained insight into the place identities of other campuses. This provided 
them with a map of the place identities that were ‘already taken’, so to speak. 
Hosts were able to leave impressions upon others through welcoming policy 
tourists, not necessarily boosting their own innovation campus. But they were 
also able to receive feedback upon their innovation campus and its identity. 
Similar to the host-networks as describes by González, the events on 
innovation campuses had to be organized and facilitated. In this case this 
was done by consultants and by organisations specialized in conferences 
and tours, which certainly affected the focus and form of the events. By 
contrast, were the events organised by NGOs, the set-up, audience and venue 
would have been different. Thus, policy tourism as described in the case of 
campus events provides a rough format for creating and sustaining parts of 
the identity-building processes. While the events in this case were not 
intended to foster such a process, there were already some elements present 
which could be incorporated in a more orchestrated exercise to provide a 
stage for place identity-processes. I already mentioned the merits of hosting 
and welcoming policy tourists, but there are four other elements which could 
give some clues for the orchestration of policy tourism. 
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First, the organisation of these events could be in the hands of both 
commercial and non-profit organisations, but it is absolutely crucial that 
these events remain open to everyone to create an open and transparent 
atmosphere, in which counterarguments can be postulated freely. This 
prevents group think and the seizing of these events to boost the policies of 
a closed community. Second, if these events and tours were to be organized 
by commercial parties, it is important to prevent too much dependence of 
public officials upon one of these commercial parties. In other words, it 
would be good if there were more than one option. A good possibility is that 
places such as innovation campuses would organize these trips themselves 
in a network of peers. Third, research institutes and experts with no 
commercial interest could be invited to give a perspective from a distance 
upon the issues at hand, thus preventing a lock-in. Finally, it is important 
to keep a low profile with these policy tourism trips when it comes to the 
destination in order to avoid that these trips turn out to be jaunts. 
Conceptually, policy tourism provides clues for a further exploration of 
 identity-building processes (cf. Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013). In an orchestrated 
manner, policy tourism could offer a continuous process in which the 
identities of places are mirrored and provide at the same time a stage for 
leaving impressions upon others. As such, policy tourism has the potential 
to provide not only identity, but also alterity and difference between places 
(cf. Czarniawska, 2002) and simultaneously provides a platform of exchange 
between internal identity building and external referencing (Anholt, 2009, 
p. 12). If this exchange is open to everyone, policy tourism might also 
provide more transparency in the highly political process of identity 
construction, and by visiting and mirroring other place’s identities it might 
prevent lock-in (Pasquinelli & Teräs, 2012, p. 5). Thus, place image and place 
identity could me more in line with each other and more adaptive to both 
external and internal changes and could consequently provide more space 
for brand innovation (cf. Go & Govers, 2010). Such a perspective would fit an 
approach towards place branding as embedded within governance, and 
would be in line with the paradigm shift towards a democratic governance of 
place branding (Go & Trunfio, 2012; Van Assche & Lo, 2011; Van Assche et al., 
2012b). However, how place culture might be affected by these practice of 
policy tourism remains to be elaborated. Clearly, an exploration of the 
processes of expressing and reflecting would be aimed at solely the internal 
identity process of a place, instead of the extrospective view of places (cf. 
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McCann, 2013). Nevertheless, policy tourism could be a route towards a more 
refined insight in the theory of place branding and potentially also towards 
a better understanding of the practice of place branding. 
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Chapter 7
Object formation
Kooij, H. J. (2014). 
Object formation and subject formation: the Innovation Campus in The Netherlands. 
Planning Theory. DOI: 10.1177/1473095214527278
Abstract
A central question within planning theory is how changes between the 
relations of ‘grand institutions’ such as state, market and education 
influence the formation of objects ‘on the ground’. Drawing upon Foucault’s 
work, this article contributes to the understanding of these relations and 
argues that Foucault’s work provides a powerful set of tools to understand 
the formation of subjects and objects in spatial planning. It presents the 
case of the ‘innovation campus’ in the Netherlands, a model which originated 
from the ‘university campus’. Through an analysis of multiple campus- building 
‘events’, the innovation campus appears as a model to entice and shape a new 
object: the entrepreneurial researcher.
 Legend
Active campus development
Past or dormant campus development
Kennispark Twente
Windesheim Campus Zwolle
Apeldoorn Business Campus
Almelo
Biorefinery Campus Renkum
Achmea Campus Apeldoorn 
Novio Tech Campus
Mercator Science Park
Homburg Campus Cuijk
Polymer Science Park Zwolle
High Tech Systems Park Hengelo
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Introduction
 
Spatial planning can be considered a technology of power aimed at the 
security and well-being of a population. As such, it deals with actual 
problems, such as floods and chemical disasters, but mostly with possible 
events, such as the possible flooding of a river or the possible threat to one’s 
wealth and prosperity (cf. Foucault, 2009; Gunder, 2010a, p. 40). 
Problematizing these possible events and formulating possible solutions to 
them are one cornerstone of spatial planning practices. In fact, these 
planning practices have been variously conceptualized and problematized 
within planning theory (Allmendinger, 2009; Van Assche et al., 2013), 
ranging from rational planning (Faludi & van der Valk, 1994), communicative 
planning (cf. Throgmorton, 2003; van Dijk, 2011), power in planning (cf. 
Flyvbjerg, 2002; Richardson, 1996, 2002), to ideology and planning (Gunder, 
2010b; Gunder & Hillier, 2009). This article argues that these conceptualiza-
tions can be enriched by an analysis of object formation and subject formation, 
as introduced in the early Foucault (1972) and further developed in the later 
Foucault (cf. Foucault, 1976, 2008, 2009). In addition to Foucault’s writings, 
this research draws upon the Foucault-inspired work of Duineveld et al. on 
object formation and stabilization within spatial planning and policy 
(Duineveld & Van Assche, 2011; Duineveld et al., 2013).
This article posits that analysing the formation and stabilization of objects 
in spatial planning helps to understand the construction of problems and 
solutions in this field. This argument is supported by an analysis of the 
‘innovation campus’ in the Netherlands. Even though the innovation campus 
has been conceptualized in different ways, the concept is comparable to 
other spatial planning concepts, such as science parks, research parks or 
technopoles, all having a combination of research, education and business 
(for an introduction to the ‘innovation campus’, see Kooij et al., 2014). To 
understand the different relations between research-education-market of 
the innovation campus, the formation of the innovation campus is contrasted 
to the formation of an earlier material object, the ‘university campus’ in the 
Netherlands in the 1960s. 
The formation of objects and subjects can best be studied in an emerging 
power-knowledge nexus, where power relationships are not yet settled. With 
regard to the innovation campus, a power-knowledge nexus emerged in the 
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Netherlands in 2010 when a newly installed Dutch government shifted its 
predecessor’s policy on innovation campuses. Whereas the previous 
government of Jan Peter Balkenende saw the innovation campus as a 
national policy tool for regional-economic growth in the Netherlands, the 
recently elected cabinet of Mark Rutte abandoned the innovation campus as 
a national policy tool. Concretely, Rutte’s cabinet shifted the Dutch 
government’s focus and financing for regional-economic development from 
an area-based policy towards a sector-based policy (AZ, 2010). This decision 
radically broke with Balkenende’s economic policy of ‘Peaks in the Delta’ 
(PiD), which allocated resources to geographical and administrative entities, 
such as regions, campuses and cities (EZ, 2004). The new sector-based policy 
preferred to allocate resources to industrial sectors, such as ‘chemistry’, 
‘energy’ or ‘creative industry’ (EL&I, 2011b). The change in resource 
allocation shaped a new policy environment for the innovation campus, 
which also led to a newly emerging power-knowledge nexus.  
This study aims to examine the  power-knowledge nexus around the 
innovation campus and the new subjects and objects that emerged in 2010 as 
a result of the rupture caused by the Rutte cabinet’s new economic policy. 
The emergence of this nexus and its accompanying processes are studied 
through meeting proceedings where the innovation campus was discussed 
as an object by Dutch policy officials, experts and consultants. These newly 
emerging objects are then placed in a wider context and contrasted to the 
objects associated with an older model, the ‘university campus’, using 
Foucault’s conception of discourse as power/knowledge, object and subject 
formation. 
In the following sections Foucault’s conception of discourse as power/
knowledge, object and subject formation is introduced to set the background 
for how object formation is studied in this article. Then the case of the 
university campus of the University of Twente (UT), The Netherlands, is 
presented to demonstrate the object formation of the innovation campus. 
Next, the formation of objects and subjects is depicted within an emerging 
power-knowledge during the events that were studied for this article. 
Finally, the study concludes with an overview of the process of object 
formation and stabilization  while highlighting the merits of the study’s 
approach.  
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Object and subject formation
Discourse, power/knowledge and governmentality
This section considers Foucault’s use of object and subject formation within 
the general development of his thought. In his earlier work, Foucault 
explicitly elaborated on object formation and in his later work he more 
implicitly expanded on this in combination with subject formation and its 
modes of governing (Foucault, 1984). In his later work on ‘governmentality’ 
and on ‘technologies of the self’, Foucault focused on the ways in which 
‘subjects qua subjects’ become an object of knowledge. This work highlighted 
the shaping of routines through which subjects analyse themselves as 
objects of a certain knowledge. As knowledge, planning, governance and 
public policy can also be regarded as modes of objectivation of the subject 
(Foucault, 2009; Van Assche et al., 2014). These domains of knowledge are 
embedded within concrete practices` , which are able to constitute the 
subject and the object of knowledge through “acting and thinking at once” 
(Foucault, 1984). This conception of discourse as practice emphasises the 
role of power in relation to knowledge, which Foucault conceptualized in his 
earlier works as discursive formations or discourses, and in his later work as 
power/knowledge structures and regimes of truth (Foucault & Faubion, 
2001).  
By entwining power and knowledge, discourses produce certain ‘truths’ 
while silencing, disqualifying or obscuring others (Foucault, 1972). In his 
writings, Foucault wanted to understand how ‘truth games’ were set up and 
how they were connected to power (Foucault & Rabinow, 1997, p. 296). 
However, Foucault nuanced his conceptualization of power over the years 
(Davidson, in: Foucault, 2003, pp. xv-xxiii) and in his later work Foucault 
argued that power exists everywhere, with resistance inscribed in power 
relations (Foucault, 1976).  He further developed this view in the themes of 
‘conduct’ and ‘counter-conduct’ as a way of governing humans, which could 
be seen as a way to structure the field of possible actions of others (Foucault, 
2009). One mode of governing, ‘governmentality’, attracted considerable 
attention in the social sciences (cf. Rose et al., 2009). Within geography and 
planning theory, the focus was on Foucault’s conceptualization of space, 
knowledge and power and the relations between them, for example, 
‘panoptical power’ (see Certomà, 2013; Elden & Crampton, 2007; Gunder & 
Mouat, 2002; Hillier, 2002; Huxley, 2008). The relations between space, 
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knowledge or power are historical and every era could be characterized by 
another dominant way of governing, ranging from ‘pastoral power’, ‘bio-
politics’, to ‘advanced liberal government’ (Dean, 2010). These ways of 
governing construct different subjects and objects, all mirroring a different 
dominant mode of governing and a different constellation of institutions, 
such as the state and the market (Foucault, 2008; Gane, 2012). This article 
argues that the analysis of object formation can serve as the groundwork to 
understand the shifts in relations between institutions, such as the shift 
between the state and the market and, more specifically, the shift between 
research and education (cf. Richardson, 1996). Thus, the dominant mode of 
governing at the basis of the innovation campus can be characterized as 
post-panoptical, as a way of governing that predominantly seeks to entice 
rather than to discipline (Bauman, 1998; Boyne, 2000). This mode of 
governing explicitly builds upon the liberal idea of freedom, a freedom that 
is constructed through the liberal art of government in order to be consumed 
by this way of governing (Foucault, 2008; Gane, 2012). The next section 
elaborates on the formation of objects and subjects as practiced by Foucault.
Object formation and subject formation
In Foucault’s earlier work (Foucault, 1967, 1970, 1973), he used object and 
subject formation to explain how certain discourses delimit their domain, 
define what they can talk about and who is able to do so. Theoretically and 
methodologically, he established the rules of formation of discursive 
formations and the formation of objects and subjects in The Archaeology of 
Knowledge (Foucault, 1972). In his later work he loosened some of the 
distinctions he made in the Archaeology of Knowledge by elaborating on a 
new conception of power and knowledge. At this time, Foucault shifted his 
focus from subjects and objects as separate domains of analysis towards an 
analysis of different modes of objectivation of the subject (Foucault, 1984). 
This means, for example, how in a certain institutional setting particular 
forms of government constitute subjects as objects, such as ‘the body’ or 
‘population’ (Foucault, 1976, 2008, 2009). To be used within this type of 
governing, these objects have to be formed and constructed. The latter is 
pursued not so much through one grand strategy but rather through different 
aims and objectives working on different ‘planes’. Hence, these objects 
should be seen as the effects of different aims and objectives and are only 
later connected to each other to become part of a new assemblage, for 
example, the relations between planes of specification of penal categories 
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and planes of psychological characterization, or the relations between the 
authority of medical decision and the authority of judicial decision 
(Foucault, 1972, 1976, 2009). These relations are not intrinsic to the objects 
themselves but are rather relations between “institutions, economic and 
social processes, behavioural patterns, systems of norms, techniques, types 
of classification, modes of characterization”, all of which enable objects to 
appear and to be known (Foucault, 1972, p. 49). 
Object formation in spatial planning, governance and  
public policy
Building upon Foucault’s conception of object formation, Duineveld and Van 
Assche distinguish between techniques of object formation and object 
stabilisation (Duineveld et al., 2013). The formation of objects is explained 
by the techniques of reification, solidification, codification and the stabilisation 
of objects is explained by the techniques of naturalization, objectification 
and institutionalization (Duineveld & Van Assche, 2011, p. 82; Duineveld et al., 
2013, p. 3). 
Duineveld and Van Assche’s techniques of object formation correspond to 
Foucault’s conception of object formation. Reification is the emergence of an 
object, a process in which a distinction is drawn between an object and its 
environment and which simultaneously enables an object to surface within 
a discourse. Solidification can be conceived as Foucault’s grid of specification, 
the differentiation and articulation of elements within an object, and is 
focused upon the internal world of the object. Codification is directed towards 
the external environment of the object. It refers to the articulation of the 
object’s boundaries and consequently excludes or includes certain elements 
of the environment (Duineveld & Van Assche, 2011; Duineveld et al., 2013). 
Drawing boundaries, the decision of what is ‘within’ and what is ‘outside’ the 
object, is strongly related to Foucault’s authorities of delineation, the 
commanding institutions that are able to draw these distinctions. 
Duineveld and Van Assche distinguish between three types of techniques 
that stabilize an object: objectification, institutionalization and 
naturalization. Objectification is the establishment of an object as scientific 
fact. Institutionalization is the articulation of an object within organizations, 
policies and plans. Naturalization involves the increased naturalness of an 
object within daily life, within the normal order of things (Duineveld et al., 
2013). The formation of an object within several different discourses 
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increases that object’s stabilization, even if the object is disputed. Disputes 
around an object increase the solidification or codification of an object, 
while they also gradually embed the object within a discourse. Consequently, 
the increased stabilisation of an object hinges on the ‘life’ of an object 
within different discourses. 
Within his work, Foucault did not explicitly distinguish between the material 
and the discursive, although he never denied the existence of anything 
beyond discourse (see Foucault, 1972). For this study, however, it is useful to 
distinguish between discursive objects and material objects, which does not 
mean that material objects are not formed within discursive formations. For 
example, the campus is considered to be a material object because it is an 
object that can be known, and knowledge can be created to make it 
intelligible; otherwise, the campus would simply be a spatial setting  (cf. Van 
Assche et al., 2014). Another distinction useful for this study is between 
concepts and the signs referring to them, such as words, plans, visions, 
narratives and drawings; signs are signs whenever they are recognised as 
such (Eco, 1984; Peirce & Welby, 1977). For example, the plans to create a 
campus are, strictly speaking, signs that refer to the concept of a campus. 
However, within the power-knowledge nexus of spatial planning and 
governance, plans are assumed to work effectively, and in practice, the plans 
will be identified with a built campus. These performative effects make it 
difficult to distinguish the concept of the campus from its material object. 
Studying object formation
The assessment of the formation of the innovation campus is based on a 
twofold research strategy. First, a genealogical approach was used to contrast 
the conceptualizations of a single campus during two moments in time (cf. 
Foucault, 1997): the university campus of the University of Twente of the 
1960s and the innovation campus ‘Kennispark Twente’ of the 2010s. A 
genealogical approach recognizes that elements of older discourses are 
employed in new discourses and that these discourses only differ in their 
dominant characteristics (cf. Foucault, 2009, p. 8). In more concrete terms, 
the innovation campus used elements taken from the older model of the 
university campus and from contemporary real estate practices.  For the 
comparison of the two campuses, a genealogical approach allows this study 
to define the objects that were constituted in different eras. In doing so, the 
present research drew on various sources, such as government documents, 
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campus plans, books and articles about the campus in Twente (all referred to 
in the text). These sources were supplemented by both observations made 
about the campus during several site-visits to the campus and interviews 
with employees of Kennispark Twente. These findings will be reported in the 
next section.
Second, this study analysed the formation of objects and subjects in an 
emerging power/knowledge around innovation campuses. Studying a pow-
er-knowledge nexus still under construction allowed the research to more 
deeply explore the subtle mechanism involved in the formation of objects 
and subjects. The research involved a variety of qualitative techniques to 
follow the processes of object formation. These included a mapping and 
analysis of the sites and pathways in which statements produced objects. To 
do this, various sources from 2010 to 2012 such as government documents, 
consultancy reports, newspaper articles and internet articles were used to 
map the general discussion on campus development in the Netherlands. 
To analyse the process of object formation in greater detail, I participated in 
and studied a series of events (listed below) in which the ‘campus’ was the 
topic or one of the topics. These events were not arranged by a single 
organizer but by various different organisations, and they were hosted at 
different sites, usually on some sort of campus. 
· Haarlem, ‘De Lichtfabriek’, 24 March 2010
· The Hague, ‘Sociëteit de Witte’, 19 April 2010
· Utrecht, ‘Hoog Catherijne’, 27 September 2011, 
· Wageningen, ‘Campus Wageningen University’, 6 December 2011
· Eindhoven, ‘High Tech Campus’, 14 &15 December 2011 
· Amsterdam Zuid-As, ‘Holland Financial Centre’, 7 February 2012.
· Amsterdam, ‘Science Park Amsterdam’, 20 September 2012
· ‘Utrecht Science Park’, ‘Amsterdam Science Park’, ‘Wageningen University 
Campus’, ‘Nederlands Beste Congrescentrum Nieuwegein’, 21 & 22 
November 2012 
My participation differed between these events and during these events, 
mainly due to the setting of the event, or because I wanted to observe more 
closely what happened in the interaction between participants. For example, 
the event in Utrecht on 28 September 2011 was an event in which the guests 
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hardly participated, so I mainly observed and took notes. However, in 
Wageningen on 6 December 2011 and on 21 November 2012, I presented the 
results of my research on campus development. I also recorded these 
presentations, the audience’s questions and the ensuing discussions so that 
I could focus on my role as a participant. 
During the other events and activities, I observed and took field notes. 
Informed by my Foucaultian theoretical frame, I also briefly interviewed 
participants, took pictures, spoke with organizers and the hosts of the 
events so that I could grasp the nuances of object formation. Additionally, I 
carried out longer semi-structured interviews with participants to gather 
more detailed information about the activities that were used for campus 
development. I refer to the observations and interviews in the text, but to 
maintain the anonymity of the informants, I label them as ‘Respondent 1’, 
‘Respondent 2’, and so forth. The names and affiliations are known to the 
author. The analysis of these sites and pathways will be presented after the 
discussion on Kennispark Twente.
In the next section the genealogy of the campus in the Netherlands is 
described. The campus phenomenon in the Netherlands is introduced and 
the conception of the first university campus is described. The development 
of the ‘entrepreneurial university’ is then sketched as a stepping stone for 
the ‘innovation campus’. 
The university campus as utopian scientific 
community: Kennispark Twente
The American campus planning tradition was exported to Europe in the 
second half of the 20th century (Turner, 1987). In the Netherlands, this 
resulted in the design of university and college grounds, first at the 
University of Twente, followed by the universities of Utrecht and Delft. 
Initially, the notion of ‘campus’ in the Netherlands was associated with 
universities. The set up of the University of Twente (UT) was considered to be 
an experiment ‘in the woods’, breaking with the Dutch practice to situate 
university buildings within city limits. After a study of colleges in Oxford 
and Cambridge as well as visits to American campus universities, the UT 
opted for a campus university based on the utopian ideal to create a scientific 
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community integrating learning and living (Timmerman & Benneworth, 
2006). The single and most important source for scientific education was 
considered to be scientific research. The integrated campus would host a 
community of professors and students who “together and in freedom aimed 
at an intensified academic study” (translation by the author, see appendix 
nr. 4. Ministerie van Onderwijs en Kunsten & Wetenschappen, 1963, p. 6). 
The spatial concept of UT’s campus, designed by the leading architects Van 
Tijen and Van Embden after the functional principles of Le Corbusier 
(Timmerman & Benneworth, 2006), was based on three different but 
interdependent zones: 
1. an urban setting for research & education, 
2. living areas for both professors and students in the wooded areas of the 
campus and 
3. recreation facilities at the heart of the campus, in the more open areas of 
the park landscape (Krijnsen, 2011; Zaaijer, 2012). 
Similar to the American campus universities, the University of Twente was 
able to achieve its ideals in the campus through its strong financial and 
autonomous position. The campus’ object of the spatial design was the ‘ivory 
tower’ researcher and the self-developing student. The student was supposed 
to develop himself in relative solitude while living on the campus, according 
to the campus plan. He was educated in a close relationship with his 
professors in a protective environment, far from the temptations of society 
and the ‘distractions’ of urban life (Ministerie van Onderwijs en Kunsten & 
Wetenschappen, 1963).  One way to structure the field of the student’s 
actions was the lay-out of the campus and its relatively remote location 
through which the committee of preparation and the architects tried to 
create a confined space that met the conditions for academic and cultural 
development. The trailblazers, as subjects of knowledge, considered the 
layout and design of space constitutive for the behavior of their objects, 
which can be illustrated by their use of a quote from Winston Churchill: “We 
shape our buildings and afterwards they shape us” (see appendix nr. 4. 
Ministerie van Onderwijs en Kunsten & Wetenschappen, 1963, p. 9). The 
student and the professor were considered to be objects of a particular form 
of knowledge, a knowledge that was aimed at development and relative 
autonomy of the object (cf. Ministerie van Onderwijs en Kunsten & 
Wetenschappen, 1963). This mirrored the values of the Dutch society at the 
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time, in which science and the academic community still held a privileged 
position (cf. Bekius-Wilkes et al., 1991). In designing the campus, the 
architects regarded the inhabitants of the campus as an object that could be 
known. They imagined what the campus inhabitant’s private life would look 
like and what his life in groups would be like, for example, “Students will 
need contacts in smaller groups.” (Translation by the author, see appendix 
nr. 4. Ministerie van Onderwijs en Kunsten & Wetenschappen, 1963, p. 9). To 
avoid the formation of cliques, the campus architects designed spaces close 
to the refectory to integrate the different social groups of students. These 
spaces were deliberately not closely located to the student living areas to 
preserve the ideals of peace and privacy associated with a home (Ministerie 
van Onderwijs en Kunsten & Wetenschappen, 1963, p. 9). 
In summary, from its conception at the beginning of the 1960s, the objects 
of the UT were the student who aimed at self-development and the classic 
researcher/professor. These objects were known and their conduct was 
structured through a material object: the university campus. The material 
object could also be known: it was studied in Oxford, Cambridge and America, 
and it was believed that the spatial concept of the campus, when materialized, 
could guide the behavior of the objects to create an utopian scientific 
community. About 50 years later, however, the dominant objects  of a campus 
are different, signifying a radically different relation between science, 
education and the market. In the next section this different constellation of 
knowledge will be sketched.  
The innovation campus as an accelerator of regional- 
economic growth
In stark contrast to the above sketched perspective on academic research 
and education in the 1960s was the presentation of the UT in 2012 when it 
presented itself as part of a knowledge park (Kennispark), together with the 
science and business park across the street from it. This knowledge park was 
an important pillar of UT’s valorisation strategy, through which it aimed to 
stimulate spin-off businesses and to assist these businesses in their 
development. The UT perceived being part of the knowledge park as a success 
because “Kennispark has been labelled as one of the three innovation 
campuses of national importance”  (Universiteit Twente, 2012, pp. 6-7, 
translation by the author). The knowledge of how to realize this concept as a 
material object was generated through visits and studies elsewhere and was 
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captured in plans and policies such as Kennispark’s  master plan of 2009 
(Kennispark Twente, 2009). The plan’s core consisted of creating space for 
knowledge-related, innovative businesses in diverse and attractive 
locations (Kennispark Twente, 2009). Consequently, the object of the 
knowledge park was the knowledgeable entrepreneur or the entrepreneurial 
researcher. The reification and solidification of these objects started around 
the mid-1980s, when the UT reinvented itself as an ‘entrepreneurial 
university’ (Bekius-Wilkes et al., 1991; Benneworth et al., 2010; Clark, 1998; 
Groenman, 2001; Universiteit Twente, 2012, p. 7). This self-reinvention was 
not just a rebranding of the university: the university realized a series of 
institutions such as a technology transfer office, an incubator and student 
entrepreneurship programmes, and after the 1990s, it also established 
venture funds, an open innovation centre and a technology accelerator 
(Benneworth et al., 2009). To identify the ‘right’ objects, the university 
developed assessment criteria to select entrepreneurial scientists and 
students from their more traditional counterparts. Selection was based on 
the relevant elements that the object produced, such as patents, licenses 
and products. These activities solidified and codified the object of the entre-
preneurial student and scientist. These assessments are still carried out in 
the form of a ‘traffic-light model’ through which the Kennispark organisation 
decides what businesses and institutes are welcome in the Kennispark 
(Respondent 1). 
Both the Kennispark and the UT prided themselves on being one of three 
innovation campuses of national importance in the Netherlands. This pride 
would not have been surprising if only university campuses had been on this 
list, but this list also contained business campuses and hospitals. In 2012, 
the Netherlands had more than 70 innovation campuses (cf. BCI, 2012), 
ranging from initiatives around hospitals, education campuses to business 
campuses. The identification with the top three of this list implied that the 
Kennispark came to see itself as an innovation campus. But, how can this 
shift from university campus with the classic teacher/researcher towards an 
innovation campus with the entrepreneurial researcher be understood in a 
broader perspective? How did a particular power-knowledge nexus bring 
these new objects into being? How were they reified, codified and solidified? 
These questions are addressed in the article’s next section. 
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The formation and institutionalization of the 
innovation campus
This section will focus on the formation of the campus as an object, initially 
as a concept, but further in the process as a material object. The formation of 
the entrepreneurial researcher has to be seen as the object of the formation 
of the material object, the innovation campus, which is not always explicitly 
highlighted. In this section the transformation of the university campus 
towards an innovation campus will first be sketched and then the attempts 
to stabilize the campus within public policy will be described. 
The reification of the innovation campus
Although the phrase ‘campus development’ was coined in 2007 as a regional 
economic policy in the ‘Peaks in the Delta’ (PiD) policy, it was not until 2009 
that the Ministry of Economic Affairs (EZ) recognized the campus as an 
object (EZ, 2007). Even though PiD was part of their own policy, EZ was 
surprised that so many campus initiatives were taking place in the 
Netherlands. Previously, campus development was just a local matter, but 
through a gradual process of reification, it was made intelligible for the 
national policy spheres. First, applications for PiD-subsidies used the label 
of ‘campus development’ or ‘innovation campus’. Second, the concept 
attracted attention through the high number of applications for subsidies 
using the same label. Third, the initiatives were subsumed under the label 
‘campus development’ at one of the sub-departments of EZ (Respondent 2). 
This process reified the campus as an object that was different from its 
environment. 
Although the campus as object was not yet made intelligible, EZ hired two 
consultancies in 2009 to unveil the mysteries of ‘campus creation’. Each 
consultancy published a report on its findings. The first report from Boekholt 
et al. (2009) solidified the campus through an articulation of different 
typologies of campuses, such as differences between public and private 
campuses, more general or dedicated campuses, and the nature of the 
campus’ physical location (Boekholt et al., 2009, pp. 12-18). Moreover, the 
object was explicitly codified through a definition of the campus: 
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· “a physical location with high-quality real estate and shared facilities;
· with the aim to foster the establishment, growth and acquisition of 
knowledge- intensive businesses and organizations and their mutual 
cooperation;
· supported by an active policy to facilitate research and development, the 
transfer of knowledge, people and capital to and between organizations on 
campus, and a policy to attract knowledge-intensive organizations” 
(Boekholt et al., 2009, pp. 3, translation by the author). 
Defining the campus simplified the boundaries of the campus as an object 
and made it easier to conceptually decide on inclusion or exclusion. The 
report by Boekholt et al. also investigated the added value of campuses by 
drawing upon scientific studies, interviews with campus organisations and 
studies of the International Association of Science Parks. This multifaceted 
investigation led to the nuanced conclusion that the added value of campuses 
was not very straightforward but that certain slightly positive effects were 
recognized by the report’s interviewees (Boekholt et al., 2009, pp. 22-31).
The definition of Boekholt et al. (2009) was slightly modified and supplemented 
in the second consultancy report on ‘campus development’ by BCI (2009), 
which established even more stringent criteria for what could be incorporated 
in or excluded from the definition of ‘campus’ (BCI, 2009, pp. 9, see Kooij et 
al., 2014 for a translation). Furthermore, the report also drew conceptual 
boundaries and assessed all initiatives in the Netherlands with the help of 
these criteria. From a total of 55 initiatives, 31 were considered to be ordinary 
industrial or business estates and 24 were considered to be campuses. From 
these 24 campuses, some were considered to be in the ‘idea’ phase, ‘start-up’ 
phase, ‘growth’ phase or ‘mature’ phase, and additionally some were 
considered to be nationally or potentially nationally important (BCI, 2009). 
These distinctions increased the internal complexity of the object, but they 
also increased the possibilities for debate around the boundaries of the 
campus concept. 
In summary, the campus as an object emerged from and was made intelligible 
in the reports for EZ. In addition, the first report started a process of 
solidification and the second initiated a process of codification. However, 
stabilisation of the object through objectification, naturalization or institu-
tionalization was not  yet observed. 
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The stabilization of the innovation campus
The process of institutionalization would prove to be a long one for the 
innovation campus. The choice of the campus as a policy tool was not 
immediately supported by all EZ departments, but pushed by the Innovation 
Platform3, the lengthy institutionalization process was moved towards a 
conclusion in 2009 by the decision to install a special project team on 
campuses (Respondent 3). In contrast to EZ, the Innovation Platform saw the 
campus as a policy tool to integrate various strands of innovation policy. The 
Innovation Platform and the campus project team of EZ organized a meeting 
on innovation campuses in the spring of 2010. During the meeting experts on 
campus development and representatives of several campuses were invited 
to answer two main questions: (1) what are the critical success factors for 
innovation campuses and (2) how can we bring innovation campuses in the 
Netherlands to a higher level (Respondent 3).
The key insights concerning the first question were the importance of an 
“excellent knowledge carrier, shared facilities, incubators, professional 
campus management, public-private partnerships, space for experimentation, 
trained staff, venture capital, supportive government policy, supporting 
businesses and a good regional ecosystem” (Respondent 2). The main points 
that were mentioned for the second question were a clear definition of the 
concept -because the risk of inflation of the term ‘campus’ is real-, a clear 
focus of the campus, a custom-made public policy and a good research 
infrastructure (Respondent 2). These insights furthered the process of 
solidification by introducing new elements subsumed under the label of the 
campus, and the process of codification was continued by calling for a clear 
definition of the concept. 
After another meeting in Haarlem, the Innovation Platform presented in 
The Hague its vision of the Dutch economy in 2020. The Platform participants 
advised to “strengthen the development of five to six distinctive innovation 
campuses of international appeal” (Innovatieplatform, 2010 translation by 
the author). In 2020, “new knowledge intensive industry will flourish in the 
3  The Dutch Innovation Platform was installed by the second Balkenende government in 
2003 after the example of a Finnish council that was established in 1986. The Dutch plat-
form was chaired by prime minister Balkenede until 2010 when Balkenende’s fourth cabi-
net collapsed. During these years, various top officials from industry, research, education 
and government cooperated with the aim to stimulate innovation and entrepreneurship. 
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Netherlands, especially around international distinctive regional innovation 
campuses” (Innovatieplatform, 2010 translation by the author).
The advice was clear on the role and place of campuses in the new policy, the 
process of institutionalization was on its way. Since the Innovation Platform 
was institutionally closely linked to EZ, the ‘innovation campus’ would 
likely become one of the new policy concepts in the Dutch government’s 
regional economic policy. All departments within EZ were convinced of this 
and the minister of Economic Affairs was also in favour of the campus policy 
(EZ, 2010; Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2010). In February 2010, 
however, the fourth Balkenende government collapsed and new elections 
were called for June of the same year.
The reversibility of the innovation campus
A new cabinet was installed in October 2010 led by the newly appointed 
Prime Minister Mark Rutte. The new Rutte cabinet shifted the focus of Dutch 
economic policy from an area-based policy towards a sector-based policy, 
with sectors divided into 10 so-called ‘Top Sectors’ (Ministerie van 
Economische Zaken & Landbouw en Innovatie, 2011). With this shift, the 
area-based policy was no longer a national responsibility but was to become 
a regional responsibility coordinated and implemented by the provinces but 
in service of the Top-sector policy (EL&I, 2011a, p. 58). In the Dutch media, 
the Innovation Platform was depicted as a failure, because the platform did 
not deliver adequate policy measures  (e.g. Banning, 2010; Nauta, 2008). It 
was therefore important for the new prime minister to disassociate himself 
from the initiatives that had been promoted by the Innovation Platform with 
its boosterish language, such as the innovation campus and ‘Key Areas’. 
The emergence of the innovation campus can be related to a particular 
power/knowledge nexus: a Christian- and social democratic way of steering, 
trying to steer top-down which innovation campus receives resources in 
order to steer researchers to valorise knowledge analogous to the credo 
‘knowledge-skill-jackpot’ (kennis-kunde-kassa) (cf. Minister van 
Economische Zaken, 2010). This steering was carried out not only through 
the decision of which innovation campus would be of national importance, 
but also through the distribution of research funding by the Dutch central 
government. Government funds were increasingly being given to research 
projects that had practical application or that displayed direct societal 
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relevance (Minister van Economische Zaken, 2010). Through these 
mechanisms, the relations between research, education and market were 
transformed. Research was no longer a goal in and of itself, with education 
being its prime derivative, as it was in the 1960s. The new Rutte cabinet 
had transformed this relationship: research in 2010 was now part of the 
value chain ‘knowledge-skill-jackpot’  (cf. BCI, 2010b). The researcher qua 
object became known in a different manner, as an object for a ‘technology 
transfer office’, as an object for the ‘valorisation office’ or as an object for 
a ‘business incubator’. Between 1960 and 2010, the relations between 
research-education- market slowly transformed, and within the setting of 
the innovation campus, the relations were rather implicit: on the surface, 
universities and research institutes still seemed to be relatively autonomous, 
but behind this façade, the dependence of universities and research 
institutes on research funding for product development had already 
increased.  
The new Prime Minister Mark Rutte, a liberal politician, wary of central 
steering, focused on a sector-based approach of the ‘Top Sectors’ within a 
different power/knowledge nexus than that of his predecessor. Within these 
Top Sectors, universities and research institutes were part of a sector, 
together with industry and businesses, and government funding for research 
could be obtained only through the financing of research by business and 
industry (EL&I, 2011a, 2011b; EZ, 2013). The relations between research and 
market were now more explicit than before, but still behind a façade of the 
‘Top Sectors’. This way of steering can be characterized as post-panoptical, 
which deploys mechanisms to entice and seduce rather than to discipline 
objects. The objects –entrepreneurial objects- are seduced to produce a 
certain kind of knowledge, knowledge that directly benefits Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) growth through new products and services or patents. The 
question, however, is how objects and subjects were created within this 
different power/knowledge nexus. How would this knowledge be constructed 
and become constituted as truth without the central government steering 
this process? The next section will illustrate how a new power-knowledge 
nexus on the innovation campus and the entrepreneurial researcher 
emerges.
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An emerging power-knowledge nexus 
One effect of the Top Sector policy was the end of the campus concept as a 
national issue. This created the possibility for regional and local governments 
to continue and to refresh the debate on innovation campuses. Even though 
governments possessed a vast amount of knowledge on campuses and 
clusters, particularly on its definition (cf. BCI, 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 2012; 
Boekholt et al., 2009; SER Brabant, 2009), a series of conferences and 
network-events was organised by different organisations and consultancies. 
The following sections describe how the object formation and stabilisation 
of the innovation campus further develops at these events and  how planners 
and campus organizers increasingly become subject of this power/
knowledge. 
Wageningen, 6 December 2011. 
On 6 December 2011, a consultancy organized and hosted an event on the 
campus of Wageningen University.  This small-scale event with presentations, 
questions and short discussions focussed on the object of both campus and 
cluster development. The participants mainly came from local governments, 
but professionals from campus organisations and a handful of participants 
from universities and universities of applied sciences also attended. I also 
presented the preliminary results of my research on campus development 
here, together with some of my colleagues. The presence of scientists was 
considered important to the organizer of the event (Respondent 4). 
During the event, the participants frequently discussed the definition of 
campus, for example, during a presentation on international examples of 
campus development: “What is a campus? Paying real estate? Innovation 
accelerator? City (re)development? A good campus has all these three. 
Moreover, at a good campus these three reinforce each other” (Respondent 
5).  Several attendees posed several questions on ‘how to develop a campus’. 
These questions suggest that the innovation campus is something that can 
be known and that campus development is something that can be practiced. 
The social activity of asking and answering questions  by experts, but also 
presenting their own problems as well as probing ideas and receiving 
feedback from peers helps to create a community promoting a single 
understanding of the campus concept (cf. Kooij et al., 2014, p. 9).
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Another recurring discussion was on the possibilities for creating campuses 
from scratch versus shaping existing campuses. In this discussion, subjects 
recognized and prophesized a departure from the creation of campuses from 
scratch, given the financial-economic crisis in Europe and the standstill in 
the real-estate sector. Before these events, the establishment of numerous 
science parks had depended on this model, which was impossible after the 
financial meltdown in 2008 (Respondent 6). Instead of making a campus 
through real-estate development, the question was how to get the different 
parties to locate on an existing campus and how to influence which parties 
would and would not be welcome, all in the light of a region’s future 
 competitiveness (Respondents 6, 7, 8). 
Theoretically, these issues can be understood as the ‘conduct of conduct’, or 
how to structure the field of possibilities so that the objects will locate on an 
innovation campus.  A particular technology of government can be 
recognized to entice objects to engage with other parties on an innovation 
campus: the open innovation environment. If the object conducts itself 
following this technology of government it can be used to produce relevant 
knowledge for innovation. Through the financial meltdown and the standstill 
in real estate development, the developmental possibilities changed for 
campus developers. The campus developers ‘subjected’ themselves to this 
knowledge and it is within this discourse that a new range of questions was 
formulated on how to develop the innovation campus under these new 
circumstances. It is these circumstances that stimulate campus developers 
to participate in these events on campus development. 
Eindhoven, 14 and 15 December 2011. 
This two-day event was hosted at the High Tech Campus in Eindhoven by a 
company specialized in organizing seminars and events for governments 
and businesses. Over 100 professionals joined the lectures, workshops and 
debates, all of which were dedicated to the subject of campus development. 
Attendees lectured, presented or gave small interactive workshops on 
campus development. The professionals presenting had a variety of 
backgrounds. Some of them worked at an organisation currently developing 
a campus, some at a consultancy, some at real estate firms, while others 
worked at universities or at academic hospitals. Policy officials or politicians 
from all sorts of governmental institutions were also present as were 
scientists who researched one or another aspect of campus development and 
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professionals who worked at  universities of applied sciences or at student 
housing organisations. 
The added value of campuses was demonstrated through summaries of selected 
scientific publications and through the observation that ‘open innovation’ on 
a campus increased the importance of the direct accessibility of knowledge. 
Accordingly, ‘open innovation’ would be initiated through informal contacts, 
and physical proximity would supposedly enhance these informal contacts 
(Respondent 9). This legitimization of the campus draws on the authority of 
another relevant discourse, namely the innovation discourse. Although the 
functioning and performance of ‘open innovation’ was not explained, the 
concept was used as causal argumentation in favour of the campus. ‘Open 
innovation’ was coined in 2003 by Harvard Business School professor Henry 
Chesbrough (Chesbrough, 2003) and since then the term has increasingly been 
used in relation to campus development. ‘Innovation’, in general, and ‘open 
innovation’, in particular, are relevant notions for policy-makers because they 
can be linked to science and business. As such, innovation works as an ‘open 
concept’, which time and again is differently interpreted in different contexts, 
but it is clear that this is a different conception of the use of knowledge than 
what was envisioned in the 1960s.  
Throughout the Eindhoven event, solidification and codification could be 
observed, both explicitly and implicitly, in the discussions on the definition 
of the innovation campus. Explicitly concerning the definition of ‘campus’, a 
consultant stated that “there is a confusion of concepts here: hospitals also 
use the label ‘campus’, initiatives with educational purposes also use the 
label [‘campus’], but there is only an added value from Research & 
Development” (Respondent 10). Another professional presenting at the 
event stated that “campus has been a fashionable word for the last 5 to 10 
years. So what is it? According to us, it is part of an ‘eco-system’ with a 
diversity of end-users; a cost-saving focus of the end-users; and housing in 
the eco-system contributing to the image” (Respondent 11). Through the 
questions of the professionals attending the presentations, it became clear 
that not everybody defined campus in the same way. For example, a 
professional asked whether the presenting consultant did not forget 
‘students’ in his exposé on campuses. According to a questioner, “students 
need a place to study, and why not think from a more educational perspective”. 
“In the end...” he explained, “... this is also economy” (Respondent 12). 
162
Another participant questioned the emphasis on a “high tech” proposition 
promoted by respondent 9: “our [Dutch] economy is different, so what about 
the social sciences?” (Respondent 13). 
These observations can theoretically be interpreted as a clash of the inter-
pretations of the campus concept, where the clash signals an encounter of 
different discourses. In this specific case of the Eindhoven meeting, it was a 
discourse in which ‘campus’ was interpreted as a traditional university 
campus -in which the campus was a place for education, learning, housing 
and recreation- which met the discourse articulating the interpretation of a 
campus as the ‘innovation campus’ -a place for innovation and business 
development with the entrepreneurial researcher as its object. Theoretically, 
this hints at a point that Foucault explicitly made about the succession of 
discourses: there is no such thing as a succession of discourses in which new 
discourses are radically different; there are rather dominant characteristics 
that evolve over time. 
Utrecht, Amsterdam, Wageningen and Nieuwegein, 21 & 22 November 2012. 
The same organisation that organized the Eindhoven event in 2011 arranged 
another two-day event that included a campus tour of three campuses in the 
Netherlands on the first day and a day of seminars and presentations on the 
second. About 60 professionals from a wide range of organisations such as 
local governments, campus organisations, real-estate consultants and 
developers, universities, students housing organisations and others came to 
the event. Unlike the participants of the December 2011 event in Eindhoven, 
these 60 participants were professionals who shared the same vision about 
campus development as the proponents of the ‘innovation campus’. 
During this event’s presentations and workshops, various professionals 
made a series of statements about the ‘genuine campus’ such as “What is a 
campus? That is not so easy to answer. Because every business estate with 
some R&D might say that they are a campus. But in order to be a genuine 
campus, one needs to have a manifest knowledge relay” and “every college 
calls its education building a campus” (Respondent 10). A real estate consultant 
stated that “‘campus’ is a widespread notion. Everything falls under that 
category and the label ‘campus’ is applied to many initiatives. Every real 
estate developer who develops two buildings next to each other uses the 
label, with the idea that they will be more easily rented” (Respondent 14). 
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Theoretically, these statements can be interpreted as a shift between the 
relations of grand institutions. In contrast to the 2011 event in Eindhoven, 
the subjects did not object to these definitions. In fact, this community of 
approximately 60 professionals reached a general consensus on the model of 
the campus, which, given the backgrounds of the attendees’, was no surprise. 
The formation of subjects was exemplified by a statement of a professional 
from a university campus who stated that “in order to be a fully-fledged 
campus, one needs to have businesses” (Respondent 15). The contrast with 
the campus ideals of the UT in the 1960s could not have been more 
pronounced. His organisation ordered a company to do market research to 
see what businesses could be interested in co-locating at the campus 
(Respondent 15), which testifies to the completely different relation between 
research-education-market now as compared to the 1960s. 
Theoretically, the codification and solidification of the campus was 
undisputed during this event. The interpretation of campus as an ‘innovation 
campus’ was the only interpretation at this event, in contrast to earlier 
events, where the ‘university campus’ was still present as an alternative 
understanding. Thus, instead of multiple discourses with concomitant 
alternative versions of the campus, a new discourse emerged where the 
innovation campus and the entrepreneurial researcher were the objects of 
this power/knowledge. 
The campus as an object was institutionalized in this discourse and then 
further institutionalized through the organisation of a platform for EZ. Led 
and organized by a leading ‘campus’ consultancy, the 7 ‘full grown’ campuses 
in the Netherlands participated in a platform requested by the Ministry of 
Economic Affairs to be a conversation partner to discuss location policy 
 (vestigingsplaatsbeleid) (Respondents 6, 10).
Conclusion
An important question in spatial planning is how wider shifts in relations 
between ‘grand’ institutions, such as state, market and education, affect 
the construction of objects ‘on the ground’. This contribution argues that 
Foucault’s insights provide a powerful set of tools to understand the formation 
of objects and subjects in a genealogical manner. Within governance and 
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planning, objects and subjects are in an endless process of formation because 
the nature of governance and spatial planning is to solve both actual and 
possible problems and to decide on an appropriate  solution to these 
problems. In this process, objects are formed not only as epistemological 
mechanisms but also as technologies of power. As such, governance and 
spatial planning are entwined with power-knowledge, and given the 
frequent emergence of new objects and subject positions within problem 
areas of climate change, sustainability, innovation, competitiveness, risk 
and depopulation, governance and planning are rich grounds to analyse 
object and subject formation. Both the realistic and the contingent nature of 
objects and subjects make it important to study these phenomena, certainly 
because these problems could have been otherwise, yielding different 
intended and non-intended effects. Studying the formation of objects gives 
important clues to understand the dominant power-knowledge structures of 
society. 
Based on the Foucault-inspired work of Duineveld and Van Assche (2011, 
2013), this research studied the case of the Dutch innovation campus, which 
has proved to be a rich ground to analyse object and subject formation. In 
comparison to the academic campus of the 1960s in the Netherlands, the 
innovation campus is a different object within a different dominant power- 
knowledge nexus. The former had as its main objective the student aimed at 
self-development and the rather classic teacher/researcher, whose field of 
possibilities was spatially structured by the material object of the university 
campus. The knowledge for the right design of the material object was 
gathered from Oxford, Cambridge and America to be conceptualized in an 
ideal campus for that purpose. The needs and wishes of these objects could 
be known as ‘bodies’, ‘souls’ and ‘persons’, and this knowledge was a 
condition of possibility for the formation of the material object, the 
university campus, which was designed in such a way that a balanced and 
safe development of the student was possible. In line with the dominant 
power-knowledge of the 1960s, the student had to be able to develop himself 
to become a critical and independent person through intensified academic 
study in freedom. This was the university’s major contribution to society. 
In contrast, the innovation campus of the 2010s had as its main objectives 
the entrepreneurial student and the entrepreneurial researcher. These objects 
could be known as ‘brains’ and/or ‘skills’ and could be selected from a talent 
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pool by, for example, the technology transfer office, or could be inserted in 
an incubation programme or in a business development programme. To 
increase the probability of the object to be known, the field of possibilities 
for the entrepreneurial student and researcher was spatially structured so 
that these objects would have to encounter other objects, for example, in an 
area designed for ‘open innovation’ or in other shared facilities, such as labs 
or one central restaurant for the campus.
 
The knowledge in which objects are formed as brains and skills, able to 
produce wealth, has emerged over the last three decades. Starting in the 
1980s with the entrepreneurial university, the relations between education- 
research-market began to change in favour of research for the market. In the 
Netherlands, starting with universities of technology, these relations have 
changed in the course of the decades towards a model in which nearly all 
research of all universities and research institutes has to be relevant for the 
market or at least relevant for society. These changing power-knowledge 
structures were the conditions of possibility to develop the innovation 
campus as a material object. 
The exact knowledge on the technologies for governing brains and skills 
within an innovation campus has been developing since the 1980s. This 
process was reinvigorated in 2010 through the switch from an area-based 
regional-economic policy towards a sector-based policy. At the time of the 
switch, resources for the material development of innovation campuses were 
no longer available and the subjects of campus development had to search 
for and research alternative technologies to structure the field of their 
objects. It is within this process that the formation of both objects and 
subjects is discernible. 
In the process of a newly emerging power-knowledge, the material object of 
the innovation campus was codified and solidified during the events in 
Wageningen and Eindhoven in 2011. The group of professionals ‘subjected’ 
to this knowledge clearly became more alike in their thinking through the 
techniques of codification and solidification as attested to by the events in 
November 2012.
Through such practices of vindication, the innovation campus became 
 institutionalized within the newly emerging discourse. The interpretation 
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of the innovation campus was undisputed and a platform was initiated to 
become the representative of this discourse. Site-visits further enhanced 
the formation of the innovation campus as a clearly defined object. 
 Objectification (the object as part of scientific truth) did not play an 
important role in stabilizing the innovation campus. The stabilization of the 
material object within this discourse strongly drew on ‘practice’, ‘experience’ 
and ‘real life’ examples as important authorities of delineation instead of 
scientifically validated accounts. 
In conclusion, within this emerging power-knowledge nexus, subjects and 
objects were produced such as the campus developer and the innovation 
campus. Through the conferences, site-visits and seminars at campuses, 
subjects of this power-knowledge were formed that tried to develop 
technologies of power to entice objects to interact within the material 
object, the innovation campus, and to produce ‘innovative’ knowledge and 
products to  generate wealth and reputation. To properly entice the objects, 
i.e. the entrepreneur and the entrepreneurial researcher, to locate on the 
innovation campus, the right conditions have to be created, which implies 
that this object, its wants and needs, can be known. To grasp these objects, 
site-visits, workshops and conferences are a way to obtain this knowledge 
and to experience what technologies of power have been applied to entice 
these objects to the innovation campus. The freedom of these objects to 
locate where they want is such a technology of power. This is not just any 
freedom, but the freedom to circulate bodies, brains, skills and wealth. 
This freedom is completely in line with the rationality of territory-bound 
governments, not just anywhere, but in this specific place on ‘our’ innovation 
campus and to do this in the interest of the future of ‘our’ region.
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Introduction
About fifty years ago the only campus that existed in the Netherlands was 
the university campus. There were university campuses on the outskirts of 
the cities of Delft, Eindhoven, Enschede, Nijmegen and Utrecht. Consequently, 
the natural meaning of ‘campus’ in Dutch language was that of the grounds 
belonging to the university, including sports fields and possibly the 
dormitories for students and staff. This was the single meaning of the word 
‘campus’ according to the Dutch dictionary ‘Van Dale’ (den Boon & Geeraerts, 
2005; Kruyskamp, 1976).
In 2014 there had been more than 80 campus initiatives (see Figure 9). It was 
not the fact that the number of universities had increased dramatically. 
Although some new research institutes were established over the past 
decades, the majority of universities remained similar. Consequently, 
another usage or form of ‘campus’ entered the scene, which implied another 
meaning of the word ‘campus’ compared to the one of the 1960s. The 
fascinating emergence of a new meaning of an existing word and its rather 
extensive use throughout the Netherlands has been an important impetus 
for this research.
A closer inspection of these 80 campuses revealed their diverse nature, with 
developments around hospitals, businesses, universities, vocational colleges, 
and universities of applied sciences. Within policy spheres, a distinction 
was drawn between ‘regular terrains’ and real ‘innovation campuses’ 
(Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2010). Remarkably enough, the campus 
universities came to consider their campus not as a fully fledged one in 
comparison to the ‘innovation campus’. Representatives of universities started 
to assess their campus in relation to the innovation campus concept, and, 
more importantly, they acted in accordance with the new interpretation of 
the innovation campus through actively seeking businesses to locate on 
their campus. 
The effects of something apparently natural such as the change from 
‘university campus’ to ‘innovation campus’ presents the main focus of this 
research. The question was how to understand this phenomenon, empirically 
and theoretically. In this specific case of the campus, there were a number of 
empirical explanations of such a shift, but this research focussed not only on 
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the empirical case of the campus, but developed an understanding of the 
processes and practices shaping such a transformation. In order to 
understand these empirical processes, this research viewed university 
campuses and innovation campuses as ‘spatial-economic concepts’. This 
perspective allowed the research to develop an understanding of spatial- 
economic concepts as symptoms of broader societal developments. Consequently, 
the research explicitly elucidated the developments around the campus 
concept in close connection with developments in Dutch planning, regional- 
economic policies and innovation discourse. 
So why would such an analysis be of any interest? What was the purpose of 
analysing the change from an university campus into an innovation campus? 
What did we learn besides having an interesting discussion around the 
semantics of such a shift in the naming of the campus? This research argued 
that such a shift is not as straightforward as it might seem at first sight. On 
the contrary, this research provided insights into apparently small changes 
and connected these insights with major societal shifts over the past fifty 
years. Thus, understanding the small steps from the university campus 
towards the innovation campus allowed close attention towards some ‘key 
moments’ that were foundational for the way society distributes energy and 
resources between research, education and business.  
In view of this interest, the question was how the meaning of the campus 
concept changed from the university campus towards the innovation 
campus. Drawing upon a theoretical framework consisting of semiotics, 
discursive approaches and ANT and AT, this research tackled the issues of 
signification and translation of spatial-economic concepts. In other words, 
how was the meaning -metaphorically speaking - of the campus ‘opened up’ 
and ‘closed’? How can we understand the process of ‘translations’ through 
which the concept transformed and what effects did these transformations 
produce? How was the spatial concept of the innovation campus implemented? 
In sum, the core question of this thesis was how do spatial-economic concepts 
perform and structure spatial developments?
This concluding chapter starts with summarizing the challenges of this 
research. It then rearticulates the key perspective of this research and gives 
a synthesis on the outcomes of the foregoing chapters. This is done through 
discussing first the ‘openness’ of concepts, second through discussing the 
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‘travels’ of concepts and third through discussing the ‘closure’ of concepts. 
The third section consists of two dialogues with existing debates around 
spatial planning concepts. The fourth section considers the case of the 
innovation campus as a symptom that helps to characterize the Dutch 
situation. The fifth section teases out the merits of this research and the 
final section presents the research agenda. 
Research challenges
Departing from an instrumental focus upon spatial- 
economic concepts
Earlier Dutch studies have engaged with comparable questions (Hagens, 
2010; van Duinen, 2004; Zonneveld, 1991a, 1991b; Zonneveld & Verwest, 
2005), albeit with a strong instrumental focus upon planning. The latter 
reflected the traditional strong role of Dutch government in spatial planning 
matters and close ties between planning practice and planning scholars in 
the Netherlands. This instrumentalism is witnessed by the focus upon the 
performance (doorwerking, cf. Mastop & Faludi, 1997) of these concepts in 
other policies or political arena’s. Corresponding this perspective, these 
studies all observed spatial concepts as some kind of ‘box’ with inherent and 
essential characteristics. Examples are the ‘conceptual complex’ with a 
‘hard core’ of Zonneveld (1991), the notion of spatial concepts of Van Duinen, 
who distinguished a ‘label’, a ‘problem definition’ and a ‘core essence’ (2004) 
or Hagens’ conceptualisation of landscape concepts as a ‘package’ consisting 
of ‘dynamic material’, ‘valued practices’ and ‘symbolic construction’. These 
perspectives all yielded valuable insights, however, through attributing an 
‘inside’ to a spatial concept these studies tend to essentialize spatial 
concepts, which only holds under stable conditions. Given the changes in 
the Dutch planning practice from top-down towards a more networked 
governance practice, a focus upon performance in this instrumental fashion 
is ill-equipped to understand the functions of spatial-economic concepts. 
Therefore, the challenge for this research was to develop a theoretical frame 
that allowed to depart from such an instrumentalist understanding of 
spatial concepts towards a more constructivist perspective upon the 
performance of spatial concepts. Key in this departure was the notion of 
‘categories of use’ as introduced in the second chapter, a perspective that 
prioritizes the empirical application of spatial-economic concepts instead of 
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developing an improved definition of a concept such as the ‘innovation 
campus’. We will return to this notion in the third section. 
 
Building upon international planning studies
An alternative to the Dutch instrumental focus was a perspective that was 
developed from the classical ‘diffusion studies’ (cf. Stone, 2012). Building 
upon diffusion studies and the conceptual developments from an academic 
field that focussed upon the ‘transfer’ and ‘translation’ of policies, 
international planning studies focussed upon the flow and transfer of 
international planning ideas (Healey, 2011), such as ‘global villages’ (Tait & 
Jensen, 2007) and ‘urban squares’ (Lieto, 2013). Drawing on post-structuralist 
perspectives, such as assemblage theory (AT) or Actor-Network-Theory 
(ANT), these concepts were grasped as assemblages of elements and things 
that differ from context to context. Despite the fact that these perspectives 
were valuable contributions to the understanding of spatial-economic 
concepts, the interpretation and application within international planning 
studies of these perspectives remained too much upon the international 
level. In focussing upon the transnational flow of these concept, these 
studies paid relatively little attention to the local ‘landing’ of ideas and 
concepts, which made it hard to understand the specifics of the opening, 
translation and closing of concepts. Thus, the issue for this research was to 
develop an understanding of the translation of spatial-economic concepts 
that appreciated the local landing of diverse sets of both historical and 
contemporary ideas and concepts. 
 
Genealogy as a means to understand the present
The key perspective of this research has been a history of the present, as 
developed by Michel Foucault from his archaeological and genealogical work 
(Foucault, 1997). In contrast to conventional historical approaches, this 
perspective does not treat history as a linear process inevitably culminating 
into a single finality, but rather accepts the fragmented processes and dis-
continuities of history (Foucault, 1991). Through focusing upon events in 
their singularity instead of dissolving events against the general course of 
history, genealogy is able to critically analyze the moments of institution of 
objects that seem natural in our present reality (Dean, 1994). 
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More specifically, this history of the present as fleshed out in chapters two 
and seven recognized the multiple histories and traces within current 
practices of the innovation campus (see Foucault, 1991). Thus, the general 
evolution of the contemporary campus concept could be traced back to the 
emergence of the campus in Roman times (cf. Platner, 1911), but also to its 
multiple traces from other moments and places in history, such as the 
medieval monasteries (Timmerman & Benneworth, 2006), medieval 
European universities and later American colleges (cf. Turner, 1987). In 
addition, Stanford Industrial Park from the 1950s left its traces in concepts 
such as technology-, research- and science parks (Massey et al., 1992; 
Saxenian, 1996). Also elements of real estate practices such as business 
campuses and corporate campuses can be tracked down in contemporary 
campuses. In the Dutch case these are the visits of the Philips board to the 
Apple Campus in Cupertino, and the adoption of it into the Philips Technology 
Campus at the end of the 1990s (see chapter two). But also other elements 
played a role in that history, such as the transfer of university real estate 
ownership from the Dutch state to the universities themselves in 1995 (Den 
Heijer, 2011), which led to the establishment of real estate companies within 
the Dutch universities. In addition, cutbacks and reorganisations at 
multinationals forced these companies to change their research and 
development strategies, which resulted in a much-needed cooperation with 
other research departments and research institutes, often labelled as ‘open 
innovation’. 
The critical points in these histories are the moments where new elements 
are being incorporated within existing practices, e.g. the practice of 
distilling a campus model from existing university campuses as happened in 
the United States, or the new practice of allocating space for businesses on 
Dutch university campuses, as in the case of Bio Science Park Leiden, 
Mercator Science Park in Nijmegen or Zernicke Science Park in Groningen 
(see Figure 9). It is these kinds of points that are critical and this research 
focussed upon several of these moments, such as the articulation of the 
innovation campus as a model for regional-economic growth.
 
In addition to the archaeological en genealogical perspective of Foucault, 
this research drew on elements of post-structuralist perspectives such as 
semiotics, Žižek’s reworking of Lacan, ANT and AT. In order to unravel the 
specifics of the opening up, travel and closing of spatial-economic concepts 
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such as the campus, this research focussed on practices of planning and 
policy making, aided by concepts from ANT and AT. Building upon Foucault’s 
relational conception of discourse, ANT further developed Foucault’s 
thinking on materiality (Murdoch, 2006) and it was in this respect that ANT 
was evoked in this research. In addition, AT helped to tease out the subtle 
changes in focus of local campus developments in their organisational 
respect that made a difference. In addition to these approaches, the research 
engaged with other sets of literatures, such as policy tourism and place 
branding to understand the practices associated with campus development 
in the Netherlands. 
In the following sections, the results of this research are being discussed in 
the light of the genealogy of the campus in the Netherlands. The first 
question that is discussed is the question of seemingly emptiness of 
concepts. The second question that will be addressed is the ‘travelling’ of 
concepts. Third, the last question focuses on the closure around concepts.
Openness of spatial-economic concepts
Chapter two introduced the notion of ‘open concepts’ to understand the 
seemingly emptiness of concepts and the way this openness functions in the 
capturing of a diversity of desires. Open concepts are elaborations of the 
notion of ‘master signifier’, and can be linked to a variety of discourses and 
empirical settings. These open concepts might seem empty for observers 
because of the association with such a variety of discourses, but this chapter 
argued that these concept are in fact overfull. Precisely because they seem empty, 
a wide range of discourses are able to attribute meaning to an open concept, 
yielding a multiplicity of interpretations of the concept simultaneously. In 
contrast to criticism on the seemingly fuzziness of these concepts, chapter two 
emphasised the merits of these concepts for functioning as crystallization 
points of various discourses: the Dutch planning discourse, the regional- 
economic discourse and the innovation discourse. This has been illustrated 
by the case of the innovation campus in the Netherlands, where it was showed 
that these different discourses were connected through its conceptual 
flexibility. At the same time these open concepts played an important 
symbolic role in relation to the fundamental impossibility to know the 
future. By veiling and mediating the uncertainty of the future, open 
concepts are able to provide productive illusions of certainty that allow the 
continuation of decision-making for spatial planning. 
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The openness of the concept allowed the innovation campus to be applied in 
a retroactive fashion. Science parks, hospitals, vocational learning facilities, 
business parks and concentrations of industries and businesses could all 
easily be subsumed under the innovation campus, because of its relatively 
new meaning and conceptual flexibility. The association during the peak of 
attention of the national government for innovation campuses can be 
explained through its promise for subsidies, but the association after this 
peak has to be understood in terms of local strategy and place branding. This 
means that a variety of local organizations faced similar problems and, in 
order to solve these, tried to attract businesses, entrepreneurs, research 
institutes, researchers, subsidies and investments towards their places 
through drawing upon the ideas of the innovation campus. 
A concrete example of local strategy and place branding is the retroactive 
practice of naming in the case of AVANTIS. Chapter three elaborated on one 
of the campus developments of the Province of Limburg: the Open Campus 
AVANTIS. Whereas the Chemelot Campus described in chapter four proved 
to become a node in diverse networks, the AVANTIS campus spectacularly 
failed to become such a node. The development of this cross-border business 
estate was mainly imbued with the spirit of the 1990s, after the fall of the 
Iron Curtain and the expectations of a borderless Europe. In tandem with 
the emergence of INTERREG funding, a plan could be developed under this 
‘EUphoria’ into a cross-border business estate. However, the fading of 
EUphoria exposed the inherent problems of a cross-border business estate 
which was then covered up through embedding AVANTIS within the 
provincial network of the ‘acceleration agenda’ and innovation campuses. 
The organisation of AVANTIS performed the business estate as an ‘Open 
Campus’ within these networks, but this did not create performative effects: 
the business estate remained an empty greenfield land except for a handful 
of buildings. This case illustrates the impossibility of merely retroactively 
labelling a business estate as an innovation campus. Also seen from the 
perspective of place marketing, this retroactive labelling did not create a 
credible place image for the target groups that had to be attracted.  
Among the heterogeneous group of more than 80 local initiatives which were 
associated with the innovation campus, a range of reasons to draw upon the 
campus concept can be distinguished. One of the major reasons for the 
association with the innovation campus were policy problems of governments, 
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such as the restructuring of industrial estates, preventing businesses from 
moving to elsewhere, acting to solve demographic decline, vacant ground 
with special environmental permits, as a means to economically develop a 
place or as a way to make the ‘cluster’ policy more concrete. A second reason 
for the association is related to universities in the Netherlands, who 
developed science parks as a way to provide space for businesses next to 
their education and research facilities. The transfer of campus property from 
the central government to the universities in 1995 (see Den Heijer, 2011), 
urged universities to treat real estate as a strategic asset (cf. Engelen et al., 
2014). A third reason was the business economic situation of Dutch 
multinationals such as DSM, Philips and NXP. The continued incentives to 
reorganize and to trim down departments led to issues with vacant real 
estate. The innovation campus proved to be a solution by inviting other 
businesses upon their premises, which could be packaged positively through 
the label of the ‘open innovation campus’, instead of presenting negative 
news of closing down departments. The front-stage narrative was based 
upon the ‘open innovation’ model, which was presented as a conscious 
strategy by Philips, whereas in reality it was the result of a historical process 
(see also chapter two). However, this front-stage narrative proved to be 
highly persuasive, as policy-makers from other would-be campuses took the 
end state of the High Tech Campus as a model that could be build through a 
step-by-step plan (see also chapter seven). 
In the cases with multinationals, these reasons proved to coalesce with 
government incentives. Government financed parts of these private trans-
formations, under the banner of the ‘innovative competitiveness’ of the 
whole region, as illustrated in chapter four. Framed as initiatives from the 
‘triple helix’ (government, business and research institutes) and as 
embedded within ‘innovation-ecosystems’, ‘innovation clusters’, and 
‘tickets for the future’, energy and resources were allocated to the vested 
interests of multinationals, instead of giving way to the small and medium 
sized businesses, as described in chapters three, four and five. In stark 
contrast to the stated aims of the innovation campus, which was said to 
provide space for innovation, the innovation campus often reproduced the 
status quo due to existing power/knowledge structures. This is also 
witnessed by the fact that even universities already having a campus started 
to see themselves as only having a real campus from the moment when they 
complied with the model of the innovation campus with businesses on it. Or 
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to state it rather bold: universities are slowly turning into businesses, while 
businesses such as Apple and Google slowly turn into the universities of the 
past.
So far, this chapter discussed the openness of spatial-economic concepts, 
and in particularly the open concept of the innovation campus. Among other 
things, it focussed upon the ways in which a large number of developments 
could retroactively be associated with the innovation campus, but the 
section did not answer how the idea of a campus travelled to more than 80 
initiatives throughout the Netherlands. The next section focuses upon the 
travel of the campus concept through the lenses of ‘translation’, inspired by 
ANT, and of ‘assemblage’, inspired by AT.
The travels of concepts
Traditional insights on travel conceptualized the spread of ideas as an 
unproblematic diffusion of ideas through time and space, but this conceptu-
alization is flawed because it treats these travels as linear and modular 
(Hendrikx, 2014). To understand the complexities and hybrid forms of ideas 
during travel processes, this research employed the notion of ‘translation’ as 
developed within actor-network-theory (ANT). Thus, translation  is seen as 
both circulation, the travels of things and persons and the relations between 
actors, and articulation, the adaptation of entities on the move in different 
contexts (Hendrikx, 2014). These concepts are never travelling as ‘immutable 
mobiles’, unaltered from place to place (see Latour, 1986b). 
Chapter four showed the various translations associated with campus 
development in the Dutch province of Limburg. This chapter focussed upon 
the travels, mutations, transformations of, and network-building associated 
with, the campus, both within the region as well as within the administration 
of the Province. Following ANT-inspired methodology, the chapter traced 
the multiple histories of the ‘campus plan’ that was presented in 2011, and 
mapped the process of translations through the province. From a private real 
estate initiative in Geleen, later on bolstered by Provincial agenda’s to 
remedy the deprived industrial economy, to its association of the ‘open 
concept’ of the innovation campus, the campus transformed into a node in 
the networks of innovation, employment and the future of the entire 
province. Ultimately, it was translated into a real estate development, also 
financed by the Province of Limburg: the Chemelot Campus. This analysis 
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made it possible to understand the network-effects of the translations of a 
local campus, in contrast to subsuming it under a general rubric of campus 
development. The application of the campus-label performed a specific role 
in the local translation of the campus in Limburg, which cannot be reduced 
to the notion of a hype. This function was one of prioritizing two campuses 
over other campus initiatives in the region. In the light of policy competition 
between local developments, the Province needed to decide where to allocate 
its resources, which was done through evoking the campus concept. Thus, 
spatially selective political decisions were veiled through the adaptation of 
the campus concepts, but through tracing the translations these suspended 
political decisions could be uncovered.
In addition to the focus on translation of chapter four, chapter five tackled 
the local articulation of general ‘codes’ provided by the various reports, 
government policies and consultancies on innovation campuses. From the 
perspective of assemblage theory, here adopted because of its illuminating 
perspective with its explanatory vocabulary of coding and territorialisation, 
the chapter showed the difficulty of associating different elements into a 
stable assemblage. A first attempt, that followed the coding from elsewhere 
on ‘campus development’ as a spatial script, did not deliver a stable 
assemblage. A new assemblage developed on the basis of local ambitions 
from the perspective of a (business) economic perspective. This proved to be 
a stable assemblage, mainly because it differed considerably from the 
general coding on campus development. The case of Novio Tech Campus 
illustrated that a departure from general models gave way to local character-
istics which ultimately proved to increase the stability of the assemblage. 
With the help of AT and its focus upon organisational aspects of developments, 
it was showed how a stable assemblage could evolve when its focus became 
attentive to the local situation. This is an indication of the more general 
confusion between description of general models as a prescription, where 
definitions, characteristics and contemporary campuses are taken to be 
instructions for the development of an innovation campus.
The question of travel has not only been explored on account of the concept 
as travelling ‘things’ and ‘concepts’. Hence, in chapter six, the role of 
policy-makers travelling to and fro campuses has been studied. This chapter 
worked out the performance of innovation campuses as a force of enticement. 
It departed from current criticism on the practice of place branding as a 
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quick way to market cities and regions. Instead, it engaged with a notion of 
place branding as an dynamic process embedded in governance. In addition, 
the practice of ‘policy tourism’ has been criticised as jaunts for policy makers 
copying models from best practices and consequently creating hypes. Based 
upon a study of  events for policy-makers at Dutch campuses, the chapter 
proposed a way forward by conceptually linking ‘policy tourism’ with ‘place 
branding’. Both practice have been criticized by academics for their 
superficial nature as ‘copy and paste’, but through linking these approaches, 
these practices can be substantiated. Specifically the notions of ‘impressing’ 
and ‘mirroring’ helped to explain how to create a dynamic place identity 
process in which both alterity and identity could play a role. Impressing 
entails the process through which an expressed place identity leaves 
impressions on others. Mirroring is the process though which identity 
mirrors images of others. Together, these processes can be embedded within 
practices of policy tourism, in order to create meaningful and reciprocal 
place branding exercises. Theoretically, mirroring and impressing can be 
directly linked to the insights from semiotics and discursive approaches. In 
this light, a differentiation of a place’s identity from other places is crucial 
in the identification process of a place. Mapping the power-knowledge 
structures and exploring the effects of master signifiers can be helpful to 
understand the dominant interpretations and the possibilities to connect to 
these in a meaningful way.
Closure of open concepts
Against the openness of the campus concept, described in chapter two and 
further elaborated in chapters three, four and five, continuous attempts 
have ventured to delimit the meanings of the concept. Chapter seven 
investigated the process of delimiting and closing the meaning of the 
innovation campus concept.  The chapter dealt with the formation of objects 
and subjects to understand the relations between state and market 
organisations, and the construction of concepts on the ground. Based on 
Michel Foucault’s work on these issues, the chapter provided an elaboration 
of how a spatial concepts become ‘filled’ and constructed within a power- 
knowledge nexus. The chapter demonstrated that the object of the 
‘innovation campus’ was radically different from the ‘university campus’ of 
fifty years before. Building upon this contrast, the chapter provided insight 
into the formation of objects and subjects during a series of events within an 
emerging power/knowledge nexus. Through processes of ‘codification’ and 
182
‘solidification’, the innovation campus became institutionalized as a 
material object to structure the conduct of a newly emerging object: the 
 entrepreneurial researcher. The innovation campus was constructed as a 
technology of power to entice objects within the innovation campus (the 
material object) to generate a particular form of knowledge. This specific 
knowledge comprised knowledge that could be brought to the market, 
such as patents, new products and start-up companies and spin-offs 
(cf. Benneworth & Ratinho, 2014). The differences with the researcher from 
the university campus fifty years before are remarkable. In conclusion, this 
chapter detailed how ‘open concepts’ are temporarily pinned down within 
an emerging power-knowledge structure. Foregrounding the omnipresence 
of attempts at closure helps in understanding the ‘everyday politics’ 
(cf. Meadowcroft, 2009) ingrained in the seemingly normal and technocratic 
activities of clearly defining something such as the innovation campus. 
Having synthesized the outcomes of the foregoing chapters, it is now time to 
enter into the dialogues of the Dutch school on planning concepts and the 
discourse of international planning studies. Therefore, the next two sections 
engage with these two discourses. The first section touches upon the 
functions of spatial-economic concepts, and the latter focuses upon a 
research strategy that does justice to the flows of concepts. 
Dialogues
A Dialogue with Dutch instrumentalism: spatial-economic 
concepts as categories of use
Together, chapters two to seven provided a scope on the diverse functions of 
spatial concepts. Taking this idea of functions further, a first observation 
entails the analysis of spatial concepts as categories of use, hence the focus 
upon the actual performance of concepts. To understand the performance of 
a spatial concept also implies an understanding of the contexts, specifically 
the power-knowledge structures and their co-evolutions -because no spatial 
concept functions in a vacuum. As such, this study argues that spatial 
concepts have to be understood as having several functions in different 
contexts. In the preceding chapters these functions have been articulated 
and linked, some based upon existing insights, some were developed in this 
research. Together, these categories of use can be seen as a landscape of 
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possible uses, which sometimes exclude each other, but sometimes not. Such 
an understanding of functions of spatial-economic concepts provides 
opportunities of pluralism and voicing of innovative, yet alternative views.  
The first category of use that has been analysed is its function as an ‘open 
concept’, where its seemingly emptiness has been demonstrated to be a 
positive quality for providing a middle ground between discourses. In 
contrast to the critiques on the fuzziness of concepts in planning processes 
(see Roo & Porter, 2007), ‘open concepts’ are productively able to perform in 
different discourses. Connecting different discourses also implies the 
association of the capacities of these discourses which allow a foregrounding 
of the concept. The fiction in providing a map for the future of these open 
concepts has an important function in the continuation of planning and 
policy making.  
The second category of use that has been distinguished is the use of spatial 
concepts to guide the conduct of objects. Through its spatial dimension, 
these concepts can function as organisation principles for particular objects. 
However, in detailing the exact way of structuring the field of objects and in 
deciding what the object is, the middle ground function of open concepts 
becomes challenged. Thus, constructing specific spatial concepts implies 
deciding on what is in- and excluded. Questions of inclusion and exclusion 
are paired with the clash of different discourses, which before could be 
bound together through its flexibility as open concepts. 
The third category of use confirms the performance of concepts and extends 
this perspective towards an understanding of performativity of concepts as 
a trigger for local developments. Despite failures for prescription and direct 
implementation, spatial concepts do have productive effects. They provide a 
push to do something and provide a rough direction for further development. 
In this performative way, spatial concepts have the ability to bridge between 
the abstract and the concrete, between now and the future, between grand 
institutions and local practices and thus foster innovations in the spatial 
organisation. 
In sum, this research has given directions for a departure from an 
instrumental focus upon spatial-economic concepts in the form of three 
categories of use. Together, these categories signify a landscape of possible 
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uses, depending on the local context, and can be used to understand the 
local function of a concept. 
A dialogue with international planning studies: reflection 
upon and redrawing of the research approach
This research has drawn on a number of concepts from several post-structuralist 
approaches, introduced in the first chapter of this thesis, in order to tease 
out the performance of spatial-economic concepts. The initial approaches 
and concepts can now be refined and put into a machinic perspective. 
Theoretically, we can discern three dimensions associated with spatial- 
economic concepts in this thesis, namely a horizontal, geographical and 
vertical dimension. 
First, horizontally, spatial concepts have to be seen in a relational perspective, 
as associated within actor-networks, not as ‘boxes’ with a ‘core’. Performance 
within certain networks produces stable or instable assemblages. Thus, 
spatial concepts such as the innovation campus, can be associated with 
various actors such as universities, but also with businesses or hospitals. 
Sometimes only a label is associated, sometimes other elements are also 
incorporated to create stable assemblages or actor-networks, such as real 
estate practices or architectural ideas. This depends on the situation, as 
every actor-network or assemblage is unique and local. Consequently, what 
works has to be observed each and every time empirically. 
Secondly, these associations are activated in a geographical dimension. This 
dimension is not restricted to nation states or administrative boundaries, 
although existing power/knowledge structures related to these entities 
create certain ‘permeable membranes’ in which certain flows are condensed 
or confined. Language as part of a power/knowledge structure creates 
certain cultural groups to which certain spatial concepts are more receptive 
than other culture groups. However, given the international flows inherent 
in many fields of our society -such as economy, science, art, architecture, 
education, politics etc.- concepts or elements of concepts can be translated 
trough these flows. In addition to the geographical dimension as a topology, 
this dimension is also associated with places as actor-networks, such as cities 
or university campuses.
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Third, the vertical dimension of these concepts entails the genealogies of 
the elements expressed in actor-networks. The genealogies of the elements 
can be interrupted and fragmented, but can be reinvigorated and performed 
in other assemblages. Such a reinvigoration always implies power relations 
connected to certain knowledge structures. But it is not only the reactivation 
of elements that produces effects in the present, (the absence of) histories 
as representations also perform in the present. For example, elements such 
as the concept of the ‘triple helix’ (government, business and research 
institutes) are easier connected with the innovation campus in the Dutch 
situation than with any campus in the United States. Due to different power- 
knowledge structures in these countries, the role and function of 
governments in the Netherlands differ considerably from the United States 
and it is not problematic for Dutch governments to actively support 
businesses.  
Together, these three dimensions provide a lens to understand the 
performance of spatial-economic concepts. These lenses can be flexibly 
alternated and shifted depending on the focus of the study, although the 
other dimensions will always be present in the background. Thus, this 
perspective moves beyond the single case study approach through exploring 
all three dimension of cases in such a way that the phenomenon becomes 
intelligible in these dimensions. Consequently, the innovation campus was 
explored as a ‘symptom’ of the relations between space and innovation in the 
Dutch context, to which we turn in the next section.
The innovation campus in the Netherlands as a symptom
The case of the innovation campus in the Netherlands has to be seen in a 
broader perspective: it can be seen as a symptom of the Dutch situation in 
which it developed. This situation can be characterized by an utopian desire 
to create a perfect and balanced society. Historically, this desire manifested 
itself in the approach to restructure the countryside in the form of the Land 
consolidation act (Ruilverkavelingswet), followed by the Land development 
act (Landinrichtingswet) and the Reconstruction act (Reconstructiewet). The 
urban landscape was restructured through policies such as Urban renewal 
(Stadsverniewing) from the 1970s on, followed by the Urban renewal investment 
budget (Investeringsbudget Stedelijke Vernieuwing). These policies seem 
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different, but fundamentally try to fill the same void and are ultimately 
attached to the same fantasies. Also the current situation can be seen as a 
void, a lack, that has to be remedied, and the conviction is that spatial 
policies and innovation can create an ecology that contributes to such an 
utopian society, and thus enables the filling of the void. These utopian 
aspects could be observed through the research approach of this thesis an 
can be concretely named: the idea of proximity and innovation, the utopian 
performance of campus labels and normative and analytical functions of the 
campus concept. 
The first observation concerns the relation of the idea of proximity and the 
innovation campus (cf. Lagendijk & Pijpers, 2012). Despite a continued 
academic critique upon the overestimation by governments of the 
importance of proximity for research and development, the Dutch case of the 
innovation campus affirmed the importance of proximity in the policy 
practice. This should not be reduced to blockades in the transfer of insights 
from science to policy spheres, but has to be understood as a fundamental 
cornerstone of territory-bound governments. As governments are tied to 
and kept responsible for a specific territory, it is likely that stories of 
proximity will continue to sprout and this remains one of the success factors 
for the appeal of the innovation campus, and similar concepts. 
A second point entails the positive connotation of the word ‘campus’ as a 
place for learning and discovery in well-designed buildings with fine 
landscaping. Despite its etymology as a military training ground, it has 
more substantive associations than for example the ‘cluster’ concept. In 
combination with the adjective ‘innovation’, the innovation campus 
provided a tangible image of a nice space where people could interact and 
innovate. Who can be against that (cf. Žižek, 1989, 1991)? This is one of the 
reasons for the embedding of innovation campus within place branding as a 
means to attract and keep capital and resources. 
The third point is related to the mixing up a contemporary state of something 
and its development path. Specifically, the practice of extracting a model 
from the current state of the High Tech Campus in Eindhoven as a guidebook 
with lesson and step-by-step plans to develop campuses elsewhere, while 
suppressing its accidental history. All actual campuses, whether they are 
called university campuses or innovation campuses are unique if observed 
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from the three dimensions described above. The High Tech Campus has to be 
understood first and foremost as a cost-saving operation by Philips and as a 
means to invigorate the control of the top management upon the subdivisions. 
Policy makers and campus developers tried to extract lessons from the 
current narratives of best practice campuses such as the High Tech Campus, 
often failing to distinguish between ‘myths’ and the actual local and unique 
development path of a campus. For example, ‘open innovation’ has been 
presented as a way forward, and for producing synergies, but should rather 
be understood as an inevitable consequence of cutbacks on research and 
development. The mixing up between the representation, the ‘model’, and 
its trajectory path is strongly related with underlying wishes, fantasies or 
expectations of a culture group of what the effects of the implementation 
should be.
Now that we have come to the end of the conclusions of this research, we can 
assess the contributions of this study. In the next section, I will consider the 
merits of the theoretical and methodological insights that were developed in 
this research. Of course, much work remains to be done and this will be 
addressed in the final section of this thesis.
Cherry picking for ‘valorisation’...
The research of this thesis builds upon a wealth of intellectual labour, 
ranging from post-structuralist approaches towards spatial planning 
traditions. The insights found in this thesis contribute to a refined 
understanding of the performance of spatial concepts through the 
introduction of ‘open concepts’, a three-dimensional research approach and 
a renewed attention towards the formation of objects and subjects. Although 
tiny in the light of the traditions in which this research stands, the academic 
merits of the additions of this thesis are being discussed in the next 
paragraphs. Through inspired engagement with policy-makers, insights for 
practice have been shared over the past few years (see http://rumovements.
org/innovationcampus/ ). The following sections starts off with the matter 
of open concepts, then turns to the research approach and the section ends 
with the issue of object and subject formation.
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Firstly, building upon post-structuralist insights on the fluidity and fixation of 
meaning, this research introduced the notion of open concepts as a way to 
understand the seemingly emptiness of concept. This contribution has been 
articulated in the light of discussions on the functioning of the concept 
of ‘empty signifiers’, as elaborated by Ernesto Laclau (Laclau, 1996). Within 
their version of ‘discourse theory’, this notion served as a way to 
conceptualize ideological and political struggles, such as the ‘Orange 
revolution’ in Ukraine (see Zherebkin, 2009). However, the adoption of the 
notion within the sphere of planning and policy research became more 
problematic, because of loose application to any phenomenon that seemed 
vague or empty (Jeffares, 2007; Kooij, 2011). This research proposed the 
notion of ‘open concept’ to study seemingly vague concepts in public policy 
and planning, because it is less theoretically over-determined and attuned 
to policy analysis. The notion of open concept has been successfully 
employed to study the performance on the innovation campus in the 
Netherland, but the challenge is to test its workability in other cases as well, 
such as ‘gentrification’ (e.g. Lagendijk et al., 2014). 
The second merit of this thesis is the use of a three-dimensional research 
approach. Through combining a focus upon the relations of 1, objects in 
actor-networks, 2, their geographies and 3, their multiple histories, this 
research has contributed to the methodological debate around the case 
study. The limits of a single case study have been continuously raised and 
defended in academic debates (e.g. Flyvbjerg, 2006), and alternatives have 
been introduced, such as multi-sited ethnography (Marcus, 1995), relational 
sociology (Emirbayer, 1997) and the relational approach (Hendrikx, 2014). 
Whereas these alternatives focus upon the simultaneity and relationality 
of phenomena, this research reinvigorated the attention towards the 
multiple histories of power/knowledge associated with phenomena through 
a genealogical approach. 
Third, the attention towards power/knowledge is very much connected to a 
renewed attention towards the formation of objects and subjects. Building 
upon the insights of Foucault and on the application of his ideas in 
governance and planning (Van Assche et al., 2014), this research focused 
upon the formation of objects and subjects, and contributed to this body of 
work with the focus upon material objects and the spatial dimensions of 
object formation. These conceptual refinements offer a more detailed insight 
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in the functions of spatial concepts and into the relations between power/
knowledge and object formation.
...and research challenges ahead 
Naturally, new challenges arise from the findings of this thesis. A first one is 
associated with the relation between space and innovation. If innovation 
campuses are likely to reproduce the status quo, how can a certain provision 
of space be orchestrated in such a way that new combinations can be 
fostered? Moving beyond traditional explanations of the relation between 
spatial planning and high tech development (cf. Huang, 2013) entails a focus 
upon flexibility of spaces. How do current laws, legislation and practices 
related to real estate create rigidity that inhibit local innovations to thrive? 
Take for example the anti squatting law in the Netherlands, which brought 
alternative and new uses of existing real estate to a standstill. Squatting was 
one of the ways to escape the entanglement of capital and real estate, but 
how can societies organise affordable spaces for innovation? Such a line of 
thought calls for a new perspective upon innovation, beyond technological 
innovation and innovations that can be valorised (‘knowledge-skills- 
jackpot’, or in Dutch: 'kennis, kunde, kassa'). ‘Social innovation’, and in 
particular an attention towards its practices, is an alternative worthwhile 
to explore, also given the recent policy attention towards it (AWT, 2014).
In line with the first challenge, a second question is exploring the local 
capacity of local communities, small businesses, cooperatives, departments 
of businesses and lone inventors for new combinations and innovations. 
These local initiatives can be understood as the grassroots, with endless 
possibilities for new combinations, but who also face difficulties in 
circulating these innovations due to vested interests (see also Meadowcroft, 
2009; Seyfang & Haxeltine, 2012; Seyfang & Smith, 2007). A fruitful way 
forward is the focus upon ‘networking’ of these grassroots (Hendrikx, 2014; 
Lagendijk, 2013). In other words, how can the multiple relations between 
grassroots, innovation networks and governance networks be understood 
and stimulated to contribute to solutions for a better, sustainable and just 
world. In this respect, lines that can be explored include network approaches 
and evolutionary governance theory (EGT). As testified by this thesis, the 
former can contribute to an understanding of the network effects of 
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phenomena. The latter provides novel insights in the co-evolutions of 
societies, markets and institutions (Beunen et al., 2015; Van Assche et al., 
2014). Elements of EGT have been applied within this thesis, but much more 
remains to be explored (see also Boezeman & Kooij, 2015).
The third issue that can be addressed is the understanding of hypes. Living 
in a world dominated by capital flows and accumulation, in combination 
with the bonds of governments to their territory, it is likely that new policy 
concepts will be (re-)invented as a strategy to play this game. But how can we 
understand these hypes, and how can we orchestrate the amounts of energy 
and resources put into these practices in order to focus upon the ‘wicked’ 
problems? Taking power relations in account, how can we break the spiral 
of ever returning policy fashions? What are our own responsibilities and 
capacities to break away from disciplines and thus focus upon modest and 
tedious solutions towards another world?
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Policy advisor City of  Nijmegen, Economic Affairs Nijmegen 11-03-2009
Policy advisor Oost N.V. Arnhem 13-03-2009
Consultant Royal Haskoning Nijmegen 18-03-2009
Consultant ING Real Estate Den Haag 31-03-2009
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Consultant NXP Nijmegen 19-06-2009
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Policy advisor City of  Nijmegen, Economic Affairs Nijmegen 03-12-2009
Policy advisor Ministry of Economic Affairs Den Haag 03-02-2010
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Policy advisor Municipality of Helmond Helmond 17-03-2010
Consultant Qtis Telephonic 22-03-2010
Policy advisor Municipality of Leiden Leiden 15-04-2010
Policy advisor Bio Science Park Leiden Leiden 15-04-2010
Consultant Zernicke Group Groningen 06-05-2010
Staff member Avantis N.V. Heerlen 31-05-2010
Policy advisor Ministry of Economic Affairs Den Haag 08-06-2010
Policy advisor Innovation Platform Den Haag 08-06-2010
Policy advisor Dutch Province of Limburg Maastricht 17-11-2010
Manager Avantis N.V. Heerlen 17-11-2010
Policy advisor City of Aachen Aachen 09-03-2011
Manager LIOF Maastricht 28-03-2011
Policy advisor Dutch Province of Limburg Maastricht 28-03-2011
Policy advisor Dutch Province of Limburg Maastricht 05-04-2011
Scientist RWTH Aachen Aachen 06-04-2011
Policy advisor Maastricht Health Campus Maastricht 12-04-2011
Policy advisor Dutch Province of Limburg Telephonic 18-04-2011
Manager LIOF Maastricht 27-04-2011
Policy advisor Dutch Province of Limburg Maastricht 14-06-2011
Policy advisor Dutch Province of Limburg Maastricht 20-05-2011
Policy advisor Municipality of Eindhoven Eindhoven 21-09-2011
Consultant BCI Telephonic 10-08-2011
Retired Engineer Engineer Silicon Valley Telephonic 23-09-2011
Consultant Philips Eindhoven 03-10-2011
Consultant Philips Kerk-Avazaath 18-10-2011
Consultant Chemelot Geleen 19-10-2011
Function Organisation Location Date
Director Architectural firm Nijmegen 20-10-2011
Consultant Philips Telephonic 20-10-2011
Director Architectural firm Rotterdam 26-10-2011
Policy advisor Province of Gelderland Arnhem 22-02-2012
Advisor Real Estate Developer Haren 26-04-2012
Consultant Oost N.V. Arnhem 31-08-2012
Entrepreneur Rental Agency office space Nijmegen 18-09-2012
Entrepreneur Rental Agency office space Nijmegen 25-09-2012
Entrepreneur Rental Agency office space Nijmegen 25-09-2012
Volunteer NGO Nijmegen and Health Nijmegen 03-10-2012
Director Real Estate Company, Radboud University Nijmegen 18-12-2012
Policy advisor Kennispark Twente Enschede 05-02-2013
Scientist University Twente Enschede 05-02-2013
